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Executive Summary 
 
 
The agenda for Crisis Management Operations (CMOs) has widened still further and with it the 
related need to engage with civilian actors has become even more important due to the 
‘security development nexus’. In essence, there is no security without development and vice 
versa. From this follows that civil-military co-operation (CIMIC) and civil-military co-
ordination (CMCO) is not confined to the immediate conflict and post-conflict situation. 
Especially in post-conflict settings there can also be a mid- and long-term need to combine 
military and civilian skills, instruments and concepts, especially in the realm of security sector 
reform (SSR). Thus, the requirements for CIMIC and CMCO are on the rise and pose a 
tremendous challenge for international institutions, including the EU. 
 
Civil-military co-ordination of the various EU instruments and capabilities is crucial for 
efficiently planning and implementing CMO, while CIMIC is important for creating a secure 
environment. This study gives an overview and assessment of CMCO and CIMIC in the EU 
and in selected EU member states. First, it examines the institutional reforms at the Brussels 
level. Then it gives a conceptual overview of CMCO and CIMIC. The third chapter considers 
selected national and international approaches and their implementation in the field, followed 
by an assessment of CMCO and CIMIC in DR Congo. Finally, the study provides some 
conclusions and recommendations.   
 
The study finds that the EU and its member states have already made some progress in 
adapting their structures and procedures for civil-military co-ordination and co-operation. 
However, they are still in the middle of a process that risks stalling at a time when bold steps 
are required because civil-military engagements have become the norm for EU crisis 
management.  
 
The study supports the ongoing reform of the Council Secretariat in the context of the Hampton 
Court Process as a first step in the right direction. At the same time the process must become 
much more ambitious in order to finally overcome the stove pipe system of decision making 
and the related institutional set-up. 
 
The study recommends that comprehensive civil-military planning has to be bolstered. It is the 
decisive step in dealing with conflicts and a prerequisite for success and effectiveness of 
CMOs. This planning should be based on clear priorities, reflect the strategic vision on what 
the mission is supposed to achieve and be as inclusive as possible. 
 
Given the comprehensive security approach of the EU and its rising engagement in civil-
military CMOs it is time to strengthen the European Parliament’s right to oversee external 
security. The prevailing myth that external security is a reserve of the Council should be 
quashed. As the European Parliament approves relevant budget lines, builds bridges to the 
European public, enables stronger scrutiny, and provides greater legitimacy for ESDP 
missions, it should have a stronger say in related decisions. 
 
The European Parliament should bring to bear its political weight to further the implementation 
of a comprehensive security approach through increased civil-military co-ordination and co-
operation. The more the civilian aspects of CMOs are emphasized the more urgent will be the 
need for stronger parliamentary involvement in security matters. 
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Civil-military co-operation and co-ordination in the EU and in selected 
Member States 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
After nearly two decades of experience with international crisis management since the end of 
the Cold War, political and expert talk about comprehensive security is commonplace. It is 
enshrined in the UN concept of integrated missions, NATO’s approach of military operations 
‘other than war’ and in the EU European Security Strategy (ESS). During the cold war 
providing international security was primarily seen as a military task. Due to the specific nature 
of the prevailing international system traditional peacekeeping operations (PKO) by the 
international community were an exception and limited in impetus, scope and range1. Civil-
military relations were only really an issue in a very restricted sense of either dealing with the 
domestic relations between the military and the indigenous population, or the liaison between 
international military forces and the civilian institutions of the host nation. 
 
Since the end of the 1980s the very notion of security has changed immensely, as have the 
related strategies, concepts and means of addressing the issue. Threats and risks such as 
terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, failing states, regional conflicts and 
organised crime have developed in line with globalisation and transnationalisation. At the same 
time, humanitarian challenges such as the violent conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina or in 
Rwanda in the first half of the 1990s led to public pressure for humanitarian intervention and 
fired an international debate about the ‘right to intervene’ that resulted in the ‘responsibility to 
protect’ resolution of the UN Security Council of 2005. As a result, military-humanitarian 
relations changed, as did the respective rules of engagement of the stakeholders involved2. The 
international community became much more heavily engaged in international crisis 
management and began to learn how to deal with complex emergencies and crisis management 
– ranging from traditional first generation of peacekeeping operations (PKOs) to more complex 
peace support operations (PSOs) or crisis management operations (CMOs)3.  
 
The agenda for CMOs has widened still further and the related need to engage with civilian 
actors has become even more important due to the so-called ‘security development nexus’. In 
essence, this makes the case that there is no security without development and vice versa. From 
this follows that civil-military co-operation (CIMIC) and civil-military co-ordination (CMCO) 
is not confined to the immediate conflict and post-conflict situation. Especially in post-conflict 
peace-building settings there can also be a mid- and long-term need to combine military and 
civilian skills, instruments and concepts, especially in the realm of security sector reform 
(SSR). Thus, the requirements for CIMIC and CMCO are on the rise and pose a tremendous 
challenge for international security institutions. 
 

                                                 
1 See H.-G. Ehrhart, Problems of Peacekeeping in a New International Environment, H.-G. Ehrhart, A. 
Kreikemeyer and A. Z. Zagorski (eds), Crisis Management in the CIS: Whither Russia?, Baden-Baden S, pp. 229-
243. 
2 See V. Wheeler and A. Harmer, ‘Resetting the rules of engagement: trend and issues in military-humanitarian 
relations’, HPG Research Briefing, No 21, March 2006. 
3 In the 1990s the notion of PKO seemed to have succeeded. However, NATO uses in its Strategic Concept from 
1999 and its CIMIC Doctrine the term of Crisis Response Operations (CRO) contrasting with the Article 5 task of 
Collective Defence Operations (CDO). The EU ´created the term of CMO which again is to be differentiated from 
the American concept of Civil-Military Operations the acronym of which is also CMO. In this study we use the 
EU term.  
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The EU is dealing with this challenge within its evolving institutional framework, notably by 
the gradual build-up of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and, since 1999, the 
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), but also by searching for greater inter-
institutional coherence in order to promote comprehensive security. The main challenge in this 
respect was described in the ESS as follows:  
 
“Over recent years we have created a number of different instruments, each of which has its 
own structure and rationale. The challenge now is to bring together the different instruments 
and capabilities: European assistance programmes and the European Development Fund, 
military and civilian capabilities from Member states and other instruments. All of these can 
have an impact on our security and on that of third countries. Security is the first condition for 
development.”4  
 
Civil-military co-ordination of the various EU instruments and capabilities is crucial for 
efficiently planning and implementing CMO while CIMIC is important for creating a secure 
environment. This study gives an overview and assessment of CMCO and CIMIC in the EU 
and in selected EU member states. First, it examines the institutional reforms at the Brussels 
level. Then it gives a conceptual overview of CMCO and CIMIC. The third chapter considers 
selected national and international approaches and their implementation in the field, followed 
by an assessment of CMCO and CIMIC in DR Congo. Finally, the study provides some 
conclusions and recommendations.   
 
 
2. Developments in CMCO and CIMIC among and within EU institutions 
 
2.1 Institutional set-up 
 
Amendments to the Amsterdam and Nice Treaties created the contractual basis for the 
execution of crisis management operations. Under the Amsterdam Treaty the office of the High 
Representative for CFSP was created. Since 1999 this has been Javier Solana, who is also the 
General Secretary of the Council. His role is to contribute to the formulation, preparation and 
implementation of the CFSP on behalf of the Council. Supported by the Policy Unit, he has a 
staff of around 455. The Amsterdam Treaty also incorporates Petersberg tasks, through which 
military crisis management became one of the tasks of the Union. 
 
2.1.1 PSC and COREPER 
The Political and Security Committee (PSC) is tasked with monitoring the international 
situation, to present opinions on the CFSP/ESDP to the Council and to monitor the 
implementation of agreed-upon policies. It comprises the permanent representatives of the 
member states and one representative of the Commission and usually meets twice a week6. The 
chair is held either by the country holding the Council Presidency or the High Representative7. 

                                                 
4  European Security Strategy: A secure Europe in a better world, Brussels, 12 December 2003, p. 13 (quoted: 
ESS). 
5 The total number of employees in the Council Secretariat is 3,393. See http://eur-
lex.europa/budget/data/D2006_Vol1/EN/nmc-grseqAP2000182/index.html   (7 August 2007). 
6 Tuesdays and Fridays, possibly also more often. 
7 In June 2007 the heads of state and governments agreed on a new Reform Treaty in which the merger of the 
position of SG/HR and that of the European Commissioner for External relations is foreseen. The new position 
will be called High Representative for European Affairs and Security Policy. This new representative will be 
backed by an External Action Service comprising EU diplomats and seconded personnel from member states. See 
Council of the European Union, Presidency Conclusions, 21/22 June 2007, Brussels, 23 June 2007, 11177/07, p. 
18f. 
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In addition, it is concerned with the political control and strategic direction of crisis 
management operations. The PSC has to align itself with the Committee of Permanent 
Representatives (COREPER)8. Although COREPER has no competency in the military area 
(as per article 207 of the EC Treaty) it is responsible for the preparation and execution of the 
mandates decided on by the Council. Therefore, all resolutions of the PSC have to be presented 
to COREPER. 
 
2.1.2 Military Committee, EUMS and CIVCOM 
The EU Military Committee (EUMC) was created by a Council Resolution in January 2001. 
The EUMC, consisting of the Chiefs of General Staff of the member states or their 
representatives, is the highest military body in the new political-military structures of the 
Council. It gives military advice and makes recommendations to the PSC. It exercises military 
oversight of all military activities within the EU framework. The EUMC is supported by the 
Military Staff (EUMS). The mission of the EUMS is to perform early warning, situation 
assessment and strategic planning for missions and tasks in the frame of ESDP, including the 
identification of national and multinational forces. The EUMS is a multinational staff of 180 
people. So far, it does not have command and control competencies. These are fulfilled either 
by NATO (according to the Berlin-Plus-Agreement9) or the headquarters of a so-called 
‘framework’ nation10.  
 
However, a Civil-Military Cell has now been established in the EUMS, including the core of an 
operations centre (OpCen), which should also assume operative planning and command tasks. 
The committee for dealing with the civilian aspects of crisis management (CIVCOM), founded 
in May 2002, consists of representatives of all member states and the Commission. It offers 
expert advice on all aspects of civilian crisis response and contributes to the coherence of civil 
aspects of crisis management between the EU pillars.  
 
2.1.3 DG E and SITCEN 
The Committee is supported in its area of responsibility by the Directorate General (DG) E for 
External and Politico-Military Affairs of the Council Secretariat. Subordinate are the currently 
cadred DG E VII (ESDP), the DG E VIII (Defence) with 30 staff and the DG IX (Civilian 
Crisis Management, including civil-military co-ordination) with 40 staff. Seconded experts of 
the Police Unit are also integrated within DGE IX11. This DG serves simultaneously as 
headquarters for civil ESDP operations, and also contains the pillar-spanning ‘coordinating 
mechanism’, instituted in 2000. This is a database storing the civil capabilities that member 
states can potentially make available, and the degree of their readiness for use. Furthermore, 
the EU Satellite Centre is located within DG E VIII. Finally, the High Representative has a 
civil-military Situation Centre (SITCEN) at his disposal.  
 
2.1.4 Commission 
Further EU instruments for acute crisis management are installed in the Commission. The 
Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM) is intended to increase rapid reaction to a crisis by making 

                                                 
8 COREPER is the Committee of Permanent Representatives Committee, responsible for preparing the Council’s 
work. It consists of the Member States' ambassadors to the EU and is chaired by the Member State which holds 
the Council Presidency. 
9 This regulates the ensured access of the Union to the operative planning possibilities of NATO and the use of 
NATO command structures in EU-led operations. 
10 The framework nation is responsible for command and control, administration and logistics of a national 
headquarters staffed multinationally. Five states have this C2 capability currently: Germany, France, Greece, 
Great Britain and Italy. 
11 The number of staffers working for DGE 9 has been reduced following its restructuring implemented in 
Summer/Fall 2007. See below. 
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available short-term financing of civil measures for dealing with it. This has now been 
subsumed within the new Stability Instrument. In the area of civilian protection a mechanism 
exists that should increase the reaction capacity in this field. This spans the Monitoring and 
Information Centre (MIC), which maintains a database of the available civil means of member 
states12. In parallel there is an EUMS database of military means and capacities for the 
protection of the civilian population against the consequences of terror attacks. The European 
Community Humanitarian Office (ECHO) is another important instrument that is intended to 
deal with humanitarian emergencies. However, because of its purely humanitarian philosophy 
does not regard as part of the crisis management structure. 
 
2.2 Important developments 
 
2.2.1 Civil-Military Cell (CivMilCell) 
Internally, the Civil-Military Cell (established within the EUMS since 2004) supports the co-
ordination of civil and military operations13. The Cell does not overarch the pillars but is an 
integral part of the EUMS that reports to CIVCOM and EUMC. Its specific aim is: 
 
“… to enhance the EU’s capacity for crisis management planning, to reinforce national HQ 
designated to conduct an EU autonomous operation (…) and to generate the capacity to plan 
and run an autonomous operation14.” 
 
The CivMilCell consists of two components: a comprehensive strategic planning unit of 17 
people (ten military personnel, seven civilians - two of whom are from the Commission) and a 
permanent core of eight officers forming the Operation Centre (see below)15. The two officials 
from the Commission are experts in the fields of civil protection and reconstruction, whose task 
is to strengthen the coherence of EC and CFSP planning activities, to identify practical 
arrangements for the support of Commission programmes through military capabilities, and to 
ensure that „the preservation of the ‘humanitarian space’ is properly taken into account16.  
 
At present, the exact definition of the CivMil Cell’s responsibilities is still disputed. Until now 
it has been a mere annex of the EUMS. Nevertheless, the civilians of DG E and those of the 
Commission fear being subordinated to the EUMS. It would be more efficient for civil-military 
co-ordination to take the Cell out of the EUMS and to install it as an overall co-ordination 
mechanism at the working level. Providing the Cell with such a prominent role, however, is 
neither in the interest of all member states nor of the EUMS and the DG E. 
 
2.2.2 Operations Centre (OpCen) 
Finally, after a year of political and bureaucratic infighting, the OpCen reached its full 
operational capability in January 2007, and activated for the first time during EU military 
exercise MILEX 0717. The political wrangling stemmed from turf battles within the second 
pillar where DG E is keen to preserve its role and the UK is reluctant to support any 

                                                 
12 The Civil Protection Mechanism and the MIC are under the responsibility of DG Environment. 
13 See for more detailed information G. Quille, G. Gasparini, R. Menotti, N. Pirozzi, ‘Developing EU Civil 
Military Co-ordination: The role of the new Civilian Military Cell’, ISIS Europe Report, Brussels, June 2006. 
14 Background paper on civilian crisis management in the ESDP (Brussels 2005), p.11. 
15 The size of the EUMS staff will thus increase to at least 171, but no more than 252. The Civil-Military Cell is 
led by one officer, a civilian is deputy. 
16 Communication on reinforcing EU disaster and crisis response, COM (2005) 153, S. 9. 
17 See Press Release, EU Military Exercise 2007 (MILEX 07) from 4 June 2007, and remarks by Javier Solana at 
the EU military exercise MILEX 07, Brussels, 13 June 2007, S174/07. 
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development that could further the operational capabilities of the OpCen beyond the 
compromise reached in 200318.  
 
The OpCen is manned by eight officers and NCOs (non-commissioned officers) on a 
permanent basis as a core element, which could be upgraded to 60 staff after five days (51 
military and 9 civilian) and to 89 after 20 days (76 military and 13 civilian – 46 of whom are 
‘double-hatted’ with the General Secretariat, and 30 of whom are augmentees from Member 
States). Although it is not a standing HQ it does provide the EU with a third command option 
for ESDP operations19. The next innovation is for the OpCen to have a permanent 
‘watchkeeping’ capability in order to ensure 24/7 links with the various military and civilian 
ESDP operations and CGS actors. Intelligence tasks could be provided by the Situation Centre. 
There is also an idea to attach some more OHQ-capable staff from member states on a 
permanent basis. This arrangement would allow the new body to prepare all the necessary 
planning documents for a future mission at a very early stage20. However, the member states 
have yet to agree.  
 
Solana has been requested to address the shortcomings in the EUMS’s ability to conduct 
planning at the strategic level and to submit recommendations for consideration by the Council 
at its November 2007 meeting. All in all, the OpCen offers three advantages: First, it is an 
integrated civil-military HQ. Second, through its co-location with other important EU players it 
will facilitate rapid and coordinated planning, decision making and implementation. Third, it 
can be tailored to the requirements of a specific operation21.  
 
2.2.3 Civilian OHQ 
Since 2003 the Union has executed 17 civilian or military CMO22. All of them were or are 
relatively small missions with a strength that rarely exceeds 100 personnel.  With the rule of 
law mission to Kosovo looming, there is an urgent need to create an adequate operational 
command structure. Any mission of 2000 personnel cannot be commanded by a Head of 
Mission without HQ infrastructure. According to one expert: “The civilian OHQ for the 
mission in Kosovo is key”23.  
 
An integrated civil-military OHQ would solve the problem. Some countries, such as Germany, 
are in favour of the CivMil Cell/OpCent dealing with this task. Other countries, as well as DGE 
                                                 
18 In spring 2003 France, Germany, Belgium and Luxemburg made a proposal to create an autonomous EU 
military headquarters to be located in Tervuren. This proposal provoked harsh reactions especially by the US and 
the UK who feared that such an innovation would undermine NATO. Eventually a compromise has been struck 
between London, Paris and Berlin giving green light for the CivMil Cell and an Operation Centre under three 
conditions. First, that NATO is not interested in a given crisis management operation; second, that no national 
OHQ is available, and third, that the mission must be of civil-military nature. Further restraining conditions 
advocated by the UK were the ad-hoc character of the cell and its limited staff whose maximum manning is not 
allowed to exceed 89. See Jean-Yves Haine, ‘ESDP and NATO’, in Nicole Gnesotto (ed.), EU Security and 
Defence Policy: The first five years (1999 – 2004), EU Institute for Security Studies, Paris, 2005, pp.131-143.  
19  The other two options are either the use of NATO assets and capabilities under the Berlin-Plus agreement as in 
the case of EUFOR Althea or the use of one of the five existing national OHQs as in the case of EUFOR RD 
Congo.  
20 Interview in EUMS on 17 April 2007. 
21 See Remarks to the European Parliament Sub-Committee on Security and Defence by Brigadier General 
Heinrich Brauss, Director CivMil Cell and Roland Zinzius, Deputy Director CivMilCell, Brussels, 1 March 2007. 
22 Eight missions have been completed, nine are ongoing. One could add the Border Assistance Mission in 
Moldova and Ukraine, and the EU Planning Team in Kosovo. Four of these 17 missions were/are military 
operations while the others were/are police (7), Rule of Law (2), Monitoring (1), SSR (1), Border Assistance (1) or 
Support (1) Missions. See www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=268&lang=en&mode=g (7 
August 2007). So there is officially no civil-military operation.  When the term “civil-military operation” is used 
in this study we simply refer to the fact that civilian and military instruments are used at the same time. 
23 Interview in the German Foreign Ministry, 19 October 2006. 
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9, are against this approach arguing that it is a civilian mission24. Be this as it may, the fact is 
that a command and control infrastructure (comparable with that of the military) involving a 
civilian operation commander (CivOpsCdr) plus civilian HQ for planning and conduct is 
supposed to be installed this year under the name of ‘Civilian Planning and Conduct 
Capability, CPCC’25.  
 
The CivOpsCdr shall, under the political control and the strategic guidance of the PSC and the 
general oversight of the SGSR, exert command and control functions at the strategic level 
regarding the planning and implementation of civilian ESDP operations26. He or she shall: give 
direction to the civilian Heads of Mission; act as a representative of the civilian ESDP missions 
outside the area of operation; serve as the most important link between these civilian operations 
and the EU institutions27, member states and other relevant parties (such as UN, OSCE or 
NATO); and exert specialised oversight over the joint civilian-military planning capability and 
expertise provided for by the EUMS via the CivMil Cell and the Watchkeping Facility as far as 
civilian operations are concerned28. This reform has left DGE 9 in limbo while strengthening 
the role of the SGHR. As of the end of August 2007 no adequate candidate has been found for 
the post of the CivOpsCdr. Considering the important political role of this post he or she should 
be a strong and experienced personality29.  
 
2.2.4 Disaster relief 
Since the huge Tsunami hit South East Asia in 2004 disaster relief has become a civil-military 
topic in the EU. Normally it is a civilian task dealt with primarily by EU Member States, but 
can also involve the Commission via its instruments such as the Stability Instrument or ECHO. 
More recently there is now the option of getting military assistance for disaster relief if asked 
for by the Commission’s Monitoring and Information Centre (MIC). A Crisis Steering Group 
has been established, consisting of the EU Presidency, Commission, Council Secretariat and 
concerned member states30.  
 
In consultation with the Commission, the EUMS is charged with helping to pre-identify 
capabilities and generic force packages, and a new contact point and facilitator has been 
created for this purpose. At the European level the EUMS remains in contact with the air 
transport co-ordination cell in Eindhoven (air lift) and the sea transport co-ordination cell in 
Athens (sea lift). It has also requested the defence ministries of Member States to name a 
responsible person within their ministries to act as a contact point for disaster relief, as this will 
enable the EUMS to see who is doing what and facilitate responses31. Within member states, 

                                                 
24 Interview in the German Foreign Ministry, 30 March 2006. 
25 Email from General Heinrich Brauss (head of CivMilCell) from 21 March 2007, Council of the European 
Union, Presidency Report on ESDP, 10910/07, 18 June 2007, p. 36. 
26 As a consequence the DGE 9 has been divided in a fuselage DG dealing with horizontal issues such as concepts, 
training and capabilities and police-civilian aspects of crisis management on the one hand, and the CPCC which is 
directly subordinated to Solana on the other hand. Interview with EUMS on 16 August 2007. See also ‘EU 
continues to improve its ESDP structures in order to reinforce its role as a global player’, ESDP Newsletter, 
4/2007, p. 6. 
27 The relation of the CivOpsCdr to the EUSR is still unclear.   
28 See job posting: 
www.bundeskanzleramt.gv.at/Docs/2007/6/21/Rat%20Direktor_Stellenbeschreibung%20Reff%20AD_057.pdf 
(13 August 2007). 
29 The chances of hiring such a personality have not been improved by the questionable decision to grade this 
position as a director, rather than director general. 
30  See Council of the European Union, EU emergency and crisis co-ordination arrangements, doc. 15106/05, 
Brussels 29 November 2005 and European Joint Press Release, First EU Emergency and Crisis Coordination 
Arrangement Exercise (CCA EX06), Brussels. 31 October 2006. 
31 Interview with EUMS on 1 June 2006. 
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EU institutions and relevant international organizations (including the UN) contact points have 
been established that will be ‘on call’ 24 hours a day able to respond to a major emergency32. 
 
The European Commission takes account of the ‘Guidelines on the Use of Military and Civil 
Defence Assets in Disaster Relief’ updated in November 200633 and the ‘Guidelines on the Use 
of Military and Civil Defence Assets (MCDA) to Support United Nations Humanitarian 
Activities in Complex Emergencies’34. In an exchange of letters between OCHA and the 
Commission it is stated that “UNOCHA and the European Commission will work according to 
a jointly developed and agreed upon methodology and terminology, building on internationally 
accepted concepts, especially those agreed upon in the UN framework …”35. ECHO was a 
member of the Review Committee that drafted the MCDA guidelines36. In a recently adopted 
Communication it is stated that the EU should adhere to and promote the MCDA guidelines 
and reaffirm that these capabilities must be deployed in a way that complements and supports 
work with humanitarian organisations37. 
 
2.2.5 Post-Hampton Court Process 
On 27 October 2005 the informal meeting of the heads of state and government took place at 
Hampton Court, UK. Among the topics under discussion were Europe’s place in the world in 
general and the development of the CFSP/ESDP in particular. The SG/HR was asked to take 
forward work to ensure that the EU’s crisis management structures “can meet the new demands 
on them including for responding to natural disasters”38. Accordingly, the SG/HR presented a 
paper in mid-December 2005 that addressed these very issues. He requested an increase in the 
EU’s limited capacities and called for a comprehensive approach to strategy, planning and 
operations. Solana characterised the CivMilCell as a “pathfinder, leading the way to a more 
complete integration of civilian and military expertise within the Council’s structures”39. He 
encouraged the exploration of joint teams and working more closely with the Commission 
during planning and implementation and emphasized that “arrangements for management and 
control of these missions need to be strengthened”. In view of a possible serious crisis 
engagement “steps should be taken to clarify the chains of command and responsibility and to 
ensure access to the planned operational facilities”40.  
 
In May 2006 Solana proposed that a Crisis Management Board should be created in the 
Council Secretariat under his Chairmanship (to be completed in the middle of 2007). Its 
purpose is to clarify tasks, roles and responsibilities whenever an operation is contemplated, to 
review progress and problems experienced during operations, to ensure the implementation of 
                                                 
32 See EU Council Factsheet, What can the EU do in cases of emergency/crisis?, Brussels, 15 June 2006, 
www.consilium.europa.eu (12 June 2007). 
33 The so called ‘Oslo Guidelines’. 
34 
http://ochaonline.un.org/AboutOCHA/Organigramme/EmergencyServicesBranchESB/CivilMilitaryCoordinationS
ectionCMCS/MilitaryandCivilDefenceAssetsMCDA/tabid/1404/Default.aspx (15 August 2007). 
35 Commission Decision of 27 October 2004 approving the exchange of letters between UNOCHA and the EC 
concerning their cooperation in the framework of disaster response, Official Journal of the European Union, L 
52/44-48, 25 February 2005. 
36 Email response from ECHO from 13 August 2007. 
37 See European Commission, Communication ‘Towards a European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid’ of 13 July 
2007, COM (2007) 317. 
38 See UK Presidency of the EU 2005: Press release: Follow-up to Hampton Court Summit – CFSP and ESDP, 4 
November 2005: 
http://www.eu2005.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagename=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/ShowPage&c=Page&cid=111270422
1230&a=KArticle&aid=1132598198508&date=2005-11-04 (12 June 2007). 
39 Council of the European Union: Follow-up to Hampton Court: CFSP and ESDP – Initial orientation by SG/HR, 
doc. 15780/05, p. 9. 
40 Ibid. 

 7



directives, and to evaluate operations. Its members would come from all relevant Council 
institutions and bodies (CEUMC, DGEUMS, Director General of DGE, Head of Policy Unit 
and Director of SITCEN, if required the relevant crisis management director, the geographic 
director and the EUSR). (No formal role for the Commission is foreseen.) Under this board 
four groups would be responsible for CMOs:  
 

• Group A: Risk and Situation Assessment. In the pre-crisis phase, the SITCEN and the 
intelligence capacity of the EUMS should be brought together  

• Group B: Policy. The Secretariat prepares the decisions of the PSC, and oversees their 
implementation. 

• Group C is under the lead of the DGEUMS and responsible for all planning operations.  
• Group D is supposed to lead the execution of the mission with an OpCen, a watch-

keeping facility, a disaster relief contact point and a civilian OpCdr if the mission is a 
civilian one41.  

 
Although Solana’s informal proposal is far from being radical it was greeted with some 
reticence within certain branches of the Secretariat. For instance, there is some doubt that the 
Crisis Management Board is able to perform its tasks. How should the different groups 
communicate? Where does the EUSR fit in the planning cycle? Why should the DGEUMS lead 
the planning of a civilian operation?42 Where does the Commission come in? So it is not 
unsurprising that the whole process is not proceeding very well. There has been some 
reorganisation of the Council Secretariat’s pol-mil structure but the efficiency of the new 
design has still to prove itself in practice.   
 
 
3. Conceptual overview of EU CIMIC and CMCO 
 
This chapter gives a conceptual overview of the EU approaches to CMCO and CIMIC. First, 
the concept of comprehensive planning and implementation is examined, followed by the 
CIMIC concept and its connection to CMCO. 
 
3.1 CMCO 
 
As the EU disposes over a unique variety of crisis management instruments, which are subject 
to different institutional and thus decision making procedures, co-ordination is required to 
assure a comprehensive approach to CMO. In other words: the implementation of CMCO. 
According to the EU definition CMCO:  
 
“in the context of CFSP/ESDP addresses the need for effective co-ordination of the actions of 
all relevant EU actors involved in the planning and subsequent implementation of EU response 
to the crisis”43.  
 
At the same time it is understood “as a culture of co-ordination” and part of a comprehensive 
approach leading “to the need for ensuring within the EU an effective co-ordination of the 
whole range of (…) instruments”44. CMCO is understood to “encompass in the field of ESDP 
                                                 
41 See Hampton Court Follow-up, May 2006 (unpublished paper). See also figure 1 in the Appendix. 
42 Interviews with EUMS on 1 June 2006 and 24 August 2006. 
43 There is a narrow and a broad understanding of CMCO. According to the former CMCO deals only with the co-
ordination within the second pillar whereas the latter includes also the aspect of inter-pillar co-ordination. We 
follow here the broader understanding of CMCO. Council of the European Union: Civil-Military Co-ordination 
(CMCO), doc. 14457/03, p. 2f. 
44 Ibid. 
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both civil-civil and civil-military co-ordination, as well as internal (EU) and external co-
ordination (between EU and other actors). It is also understood to be required at all levels of 
EU crisis management”45. These levels are political-strategic, military-strategic, operational 
and tactical.  
 
3.1.1 Planning and Co-ordination  
The implementation of CMO calls for a comprehensive concept and – in face of the complex 
structure of the EU – flexible mechanisms and procedures for the co-ordination of actors and 
instruments. Hence the primary task for CMCO is to guarantee the internal co-ordination of, 
and interconnectedness between, different levels – political-strategic, military-strategic, 
military-operational and tactical. The problem is two-fold: There is a clear separation between 
the civil means of the Community and those of the second pillar, and there are several decision 
strands with different responsibilities within the ESDP crisis management structure.  
 
According to this stovepipe system, the EUMC monitors the proper execution of a military 
operation conducted under the responsibility of the OpsCdr. DGE IX is responsible for civilian 
CMO and gives direction to a Police Head of Mission (PolHoM) and/or a Head of Mission 
(HoM). The Commission names a Head of Commission Office, who reports directly to the 
PSC. To be able to handle the co-ordination problem, the Union creates a Crisis Management 
Concept (CMC), to be approved by the Council, which is the basis for the different strategic 
options. These strategic options can comprise a civil, a police, a military and a Commission 
Strategic Option (called EC measures). After the approval by the PSC, different Concepts of 
Operation (CONOPS) are developed, which again – after approval by the Council – serve as a 
basis for the development of Operation Plans (OPLAN). 
 
The most important co-ordination instrument is the Crisis Management Concept. It is an 
extensive and flexible document describing the comprehensive approach of the operation in 
detail. It provides analysis of the situation and level of risk, as well as the description of 
interests and goals. It also names the deployment options and the different instruments to be 
applied, describes the modalities of their co-ordination and regulates the co-ordination of 
community and national instruments. Furthermore, the measures are differentiated according to 
the different time horizons (short-, medium-, long-term).  
 
The CMC is part of a crisis management procedure, for which the Union has developed 
detailed procedural propositions (including for crises of highest complexity) in the form of a 
flow chart. This differentiates schematically between six phases: routine phase; crisis build-up; 
approval of the CMC and development of strategic options; formal decision to take action; 
development of planning documents, implementation and refocusing; and termination of 
operations46.  The document is not an obligatory guideline, but serves as a frame of reference 
for the identification of the procedures for coherent and comprehensive crisis management. In 
face of new demands on rapid reaction - through the Headline Goal 2010 and the Civilian 
Headline Goal 2008 - the concept has had to be adjusted.  
 
The co-ordination of actors and measures takes place on different levels and in different 
formats during the crisis management process. On the political-strategic level, a Crisis 
Response Co-ordination Team (CRCT) is instated. This ad hoc team consists of representatives 
from all actors taking part in the crisis management operation. It comes together at the level of 
the General Directorates and varies according to the lay-out of the planned operation. The most 

                                                 
45 Council of the European Union: EU Military C2 Concept, doc. 11096/03, p.20. 
46 Council of the European Union, Suggestions for procedures for coherent, comprehensive EU crisis 
management, 11127/03, Brussels 2003. 
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important task of the CRCT is to write the draft of the crisis management concept. Regular 
meetings in later phases are intended to help keep track of the situation and, if need be, propose 
adjustments.  
 
In addition, a Crisis Action Team (CAT) has been created in the EUMS. The task of this ad hoc 
group is mainly to contribute to the composure of the Military Strategic Option. Moreover, the 
CAT is the contact point for the military-strategic headquarters. Co-ordination between the 
military-strategic level (either the headquarters of the framework nation or that of NATO) and 
EU civil actors should be guaranteed by the secondment of liaison officers from all 
participating actors to the strategic headquarters and the dispatch of an OHQ-representative to 
CAT. On the operational-tactical level, the Special Representative should act as the EU focal 
point by leading the co-ordination efforts on-site, preferably involving representatives of all EU 
institutions47. 
 
3.1.2 Problems of CMCO 
The aforementioned sketch of civil-military co-ordination vis-à-vis the planning and 
implementation of crisis management operations is rather complicated. Due to the different 
responsibilities and the governance structures of the EU, it is not possible to directly order or 
oblige the different actors to co-ordinate. Accordingly, the relevant documents contain only 
recommendations or suggestions. If and how the actors choose to fulfil these requirements is 
another question. Departmental egos and the fear of losing responsibility to, or being 
dominated by, others are additional stultifying factors. On top of that are the customary 
problems associated with trying to get the civilian authorities to coordinate with the military 
and vice versa.   
 
The rivalry between the Commission and the actors of the second pillar is mainly structural and 
culturally-conditioned. Both carry out foreign policy, but on different contractual bases, 
according to different procedures and methods. In political-cultural terms they are two different 
‘tribes’, with the result that the EU risks pursuing a bifurcated instead of a comprehensive 
approach to security.  
 
In principle, all participants agree that complex crisis management makes a high degree of 
inter-institutional co-ordination necessary. But the question is, where the limits of willingness 
and ability to coordinate lie and how these can be overcome. The Commission’s influence on 
ESDP is rather small. Its activities are mainly geared to medium- and long-term structural crisis 
prevention. Day-to-day implementation often falls to NGOs, which – once funds are granted – 
act largely autonomously. That is also true for ECHO, the agency responsible for humanitarian 
aid, which sees itself as an apolitical actor and not as an instrument of crisis management48.  
 
In the area of civil crisis management, the Commission sees itself in direct competition with the 
civil actors of the second pillar, especially when civilian protection is concerned. In the 
intergovernmental structure of CFSP the Commission is seen as lacking transparency. More so, 
because any form of ‘communitisation’ i.e. the process of gradually being integrated in the first 
pillar; is rejected. After all, the Commission has much more money and foreign-political 
personnel at its disposal than the second pillar49.  
 

                                                 
47 See Council of the European Union, Civil-Military Co-ordination: Framework-paper of possible solutions for 
the management of EU Crisis Management Operations, doc. 8926/06, Brussels, 2 May 2006, p. 6 
48 Accordingly, ECHO rejected until now the participation in the drafting of a crisis management concept. 
49 Subordinate to the Commissioner for Foreign Relations are more than 6400 officials. Its budget comprises more 
than €7bn. See Süddeutsche Zeitung, 21-22 May 2005. 
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Within the second pillar there are also points of tension between civil and military actors. After 
all, both structures were created to plan and implement their respective activities in the frame 
of crisis management. Admittedly, the numerical balance of personnel has favoured the 
military side from the outset. Thus, 180 officers work in the EUMS (who are supported by the 
high commands of the framework nations or by NATO, if need be), while only about half of 
this number is available for civil crisis management, which, according to EU rhetoric, should 
actually be the focus50.  
 
Furthermore, the co-ordination between the civil and military special departments does not 
seem to function optimally. For this there are several causes: the civilians of DG E are not used 
to working with a military institution as much as vice versa. The political cultures are still too 
different. A formalisation of relations has not been possible either until now, due to sensitive 
questions of hierarchy. Neither does the military want to be dominated by the civilians, nor do 
these want to award primacy to the military. A further problem lies in the military planning 
procedure being followed at the headquarters. Making things even more difficult, the soldiers 
in OHQ tasked with the creation of the concept of operation have no experience in planning for 
a comprehensive crisis management operation. While the officers in their OHQ create the 
operation plan, the plans relating to civil concepts are developed in the Council Secretariat and 
by the Commission. 
 
The existence of parallel chains of command does not of course alleviate on-site co-ordination. 
Which instruments are to be used in a concrete situation? Who is responsible for what? Who 
can make decisions? The first ESDP operations have confirmed the significance of a strong 
coordinator in the field. The position of the EU Special Representative has been relatively 
weak. On the one hand, the EUSR has to be more than a powerless political consultant and 
representative, but on the other hand he cannot be superior to the military commander or the 
Head of Commission Office (although the option of double-hatting the latter has been practiced 
in Macedonia for a while)51. He needs both extended powers for on-site co-ordination and a 
dedicated staff for support. 
 
3.1.3 Towards comprehensive planning and implementation? 
These problems are supposed to be solved by a more comprehensive approach to planning and 
implementation; inspired by the UN’s similar efforts at dealing with ‘integrated mission 
planning’52. According to the non-binding EU concept, comprehensive or integrated planning 
is seen as a systematic approach: 
 
“…designed to address the need for effective intra-pillar and inter-pillar co-ordination of 
activity by all relevant EU actors in crisis management planning. It contributes to the 
development and delivery of a co-ordinated and coherent response to a crisis on the basis of an 
all-inclusive analysis of the situation, in particular where more than one EU instrument is 
engaged” 53.   
 
The overall aim is to create a more effective framework for CMCO in order to further the EU 
comprehensive approach to crisis management. Comprehensive planning shall be relevant for 

                                                 
50 All in all, nearly 300 persons currently work in the area of the ESDP. 
51 See Nicoletta Pirozzi and Damien Helly, ‘Aceh Monitoring Mission: a new challenge for ESDP’, European 
Security Review, ISIS Europe, October 2005, p. 3 – 5, and Nicoletta Pirozzi, ‘Update: Aceh Monitoring Mission’, 
European Security Review, ISIS Europe, February 2006, p.9 – 10. See also Pierre-Antoine Braud and Giovanni 
Grevi, ‘The EU mission in Aceh: implementing peace’, EUISS Occasional Paper, No. 61, 2005. 
52 See E.B. Eide, A. T. Kaspersen, R. Kent, K, van Hippel, Report on Integrated Missions: Practical Perspectives 
and Recommendations, UN Office for the Co-ordination of Humanitarian Affairs, May 2005.  
53 Draft EU Concept for Comprehensive Planning, doc 13983/05, 3 November 2005, S. 5. 
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all CMOs that use more than one EU instrument i.e. for civil-civil, civil-military, military-
supported civilian and parallel operations, as well as for missions making the transition from 
military to civilian elements. At the same time it is supposed to be valid for all phases of EU 
engagement54. 
 
All relevant EU actors are meant to be engaged from the earliest phase of planning. In order to 
ensure effective and rapid reaction, advance planning and strategic contingency planning are 
deemed necessary. A joint situation assessment is intended to lead to an early and detailed 
understanding of an emerging crisis. This activity could be supported by joint fact-finding 
missions intended to contribute to the assessment by identifying the underlying causes and 
dynamics of the crisis. The next step is to consider whether an EU action is appropriate. For 
this the PSC receives advice from EUMC, CIVCOM and geographical working groups, taking 
into account EC measures. Once finalised, the crisis management concept serves as a basis for 
a joint approach to other documents. The PSC should already identify the OHQ/Operation 
Centre at this early stage in the planning process – without, of course, prejudice to a future 
Joint Action.  
 
The institutional framework for the implementation of this concept has been made concrete by 
Solana’s informal post-Hampton Court proposal. How it will be implemented remains to be 
seen. The fact is that this approach - for obvious political and institutional reasons – is neither 
as far reaching as the UN approach to integrated mission planning and execution nor as the 
more centralised US approach to interagency co-operation in crisis management55. Even if the 
non-binding EU concept for comprehensive planning is implemented - - and this is far from 
being the case56 - questions remain; such as: How to define accurately benchmarks for success? 
How to get access to the relevant data under time pressure? How sound is the underlying cause-
effect analysis, bearing in mind its highly political nature? How to link short- and long-term 
activities given the structural bifurcation of the EU’s foreign activities? 
 
3.2. CIMIC 
 
Civil-Military Co-operation was one of the first topics dealt with by the new EU political-
military structures in Brussels. In accordance with the conclusions of the European Council of 
Cologne and Helsinki the EU is developing its military and civilian crisis management 
capabilities for CMOs across the whole range of the Petersberg tasks. Co-operation with 
civilians is seen as a central part of a military operation. This is especially true in the new 
security environment. Military forces in EU-led CMOs may be partially dependent on civilian 
actors for resources, information and security. Therefore, the establishment of mutually 
beneficial CIMIC can be a decisive factor for reaching the mission’s overall political 
objectives. 
 
3.2.1 Origin of CIMIC 
Since the early 1990s the notion of civil-military co-operation has become a catchword used in 
different contexts with different implications. The challenges posed by international crisis 
management in failing states or complex emergencies led to an increasing overlap of a variety 
of actors in a crisis area and to the enhanced need for civil-military co-operation. However, this 
term is often applied to describe all contacts between civilian and military actors in PSOs; or to 

                                                 
54 See figure 2 in the Appendix. 
55 See for the US approach National Defense University, Interagency Management of Complex Crisis Operations 
Handbook, January 2003, www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ndu/intragency_mgt_crisis_ops_2003.pdf (10 July 
2007). 
56  Interview at EUMS, on 16 August 2007. 
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describe efforts by the military to engage in humanitarian aid or development assistance; or 
simply as a new kind of civil-military relationship to achieve a common goal57.  
 
This broad and discretionary definition does not meet today’s official understanding as defined 
by NATO, which developed its CIMIC doctrine against the background of its experiences in 
the Balkans in the last decade. An initial approach towards structuring the co-operation with 
civilian partners in the field was issued in 1997 with document ‘NATO Military Policy on 
Civil-Military Co-operation’ - MC 411, which was followed by a new directive, entitled 
‘CIMIC 2000’ and the insertion of a CIMIC cell in the NATO Headquarters SHAPE. Today 
NATO’s CIMIC doctrine is based on the new version of MC 411/1 and the Allied Joint 
Publication (AJP)-958. According to NATO CIMIC is “The co-ordination and co-operation, in 
support of the mission, between the NATO Commander and civil actors, including national 
population and local authorities, as well as international, national and non-governmental 
organisations and agencies”59. Hence it refers primarily to the operational and tactical level. 
 
3.2.2 CIMIC and CMCO 
The EU did not share NATO’s experiences in the Balkans but as most of its member states are 
part of both organizations the EU was able to draw on their experience when developing its 
own CIMIC concept. At first glance the concepts are similar. The EU concept says:  
 
“Civil-Military Co-operation (CIMIC) is the co-ordination and co-operation, in support of the 
mission, between military components of the EU-led Crisis Management Operation and civil 
actors (external to the EU), including national population and local authorities, as well as 
international, national and non-governmental organisations and agencies”60.  
 
At second glance it becomes clear that there is a difference because here CIMIC is 
conceptually integrated in the overall CMCO approach (which NATO as a military 
organisation does not need). Correspondingly, the EU doctrine clarifies that “CIMIC, 
traditionally referring to an external oriented military support function, will take into account 
the defined modalities of CMCO”.61 It is an integral part of the military planning process 
throughout the spectrum of Petersberg tasks and, therefore, also a responsibility of the political 
and strategic level. CIMIC has to perform three core functions to be executed at all levels: 
First, civil-military liaison (CML); second, support to the civil environment (SCE); third 
support to the military force (STF).  
 
3.2.3 Activities, guiding principles and tasks 
The EU concept mentions six associated activities in EU-led CMO: Civil emergency planning, 
information operations, host nation support, contracting, medical support and management of 
civil resources. The guiding principles governing the military direction of CIMIC are as 
follows: The primacy of the mission, i.e. the mandate and the related mission take priority in all 
circumstances. CIMIC is a normal command responsibility of military commanders at all 
levels. If military forces are needed to perform civilian tasks in support of the civil 
environment, only the minimum required military resources should be used and a long-term 

                                                 
57 See  for the different concepts of civil-military relations Tillmann Höntzsch: Das Konzept der Zivil-
Militärischen Kooperation (CIMIC) am Beispielt des Bundeswehreinsatzes in Afghanistan, Kölner Arbeitspapiere 
zur Internationalen Politik Nr. 26, 2006., p. 23- 41. 
58 See NATO: MC 411/1, NATO Military Policy on Civil-Military Co-operation, Brussels 2002, and NATO: AJP-
9, NATO Civil-Military Co-operation (CIMIC) Doctrine, Brussels 2001. 
59 MC 411/1 p. 1-2. 
60 Council of the European Union: Civil-Military Co-operation (CIMIC) Concept for EU-led Crisis Management 
Operations, doc. 7106/02, p.  10 (cited: EU CIMIC Concept). 
61 EU Military C2 Concept, p. 21. 
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civilian dependence on military resources should be avoided. If limited military assets are used 
they should be concentrated on tasks of highest priority. Military forces have   a legal 
responsibility to comply with all international agreements relating to the law of armed conflict 
and human rights. When providing humanitarian assistance the overall principle of humanity 
and impartiality must be considered.  
 
A second set of guiding principles aims at the establishment and maintenance of civil-military 
relations. For this, CIMIC framework arrangements must be developed at the EU political-
strategic level with relevant external civil organisations. Detailed procedures and mechanisms 
are to be developed at OHQ level and below, following the guiding principles of co-ordinated 
civil and military planning, mutual support, common goals, shared responsibility, transparency, 
consent, communication and cultural awareness62. CIMIC covers a broad range of tasks 
throughout all phases of the CMO such as contributing to planning, giving advice, exchanging 
information, performing co-ordination, drafting agreements, assessing the civil environment. In 
this context implied tasks might include: the provision of services to meet immediate life 
sustaining needs; the evaluation of implemented CIMIC tasks; the co-ordination of medical 
assistance to the local population; the harmonisation of civil and military tasks performed in 
theatre; the provision of expertise, liaison and contacts; and, when required by the mandated 
civil authority, the co-ordination of in-theatre related tasks such a security, reconstruction, 
humanitarian aid, refugee camps, civil protection, nation building, policing, law and order, civil 
administration63. 
 
3.2.4. CIMIC structure 
The structural set-up of EU CIMIC results from the guidelines and tasks described above. 
There are two permanent structures and several ad hoc structures that can be activated for a 
given EU-led CMO. One permanent structure is within the EUMS which “develops and 
executes the required CIMIC tasks at the political and strategic level”64. The general 
responsibilities are to develop concepts and procedures, to support and participate “as directed 
in the development of Civil-Military Co-ordination within the field of CIMIC”65, and to co-
ordinate and liaise with external international organisations. In crises it contributes CIMIC 
aspects to EUMS crisis response planning and consults member states, force contributing 
nations, host nations and civil organisations and authorities. The EUMS also organises and 
chairs the other permanent CIMIC structure, i.e. the EU CIMIC Conference (EUCC). This is a 
forum for the harmonisation and standardisation of CIMIC among EU military and civil actors, 
member states, force contributing nations, host nations, and civil organisations and authorities. 
 
As the military involvement in a crisis situation is dependent on the supporting CIMIC 
structure, it has to be flexible and simple. I addition, therefore, three ad hoc levels are foreseen. 
The first involves the OHQ where the operation commander has overall authority for the 
execution of CIMIC. He must take into account all actors and structures involved in co-
operation and co-ordination that have been put in place before the military deployment. He 
then co-ordinates the use of CIMIC elements, such as: CIMIC Groups, CIMIC Centres or 
CIMIC Task Forces. The second is at the FHQ-level, where these elements synchronise and 
implement the CIMIC effort at the theatre level. The third level is the component level, where 
CIMIC elements complete the overall CIMIC structure66. 
 
 
                                                 
62 See EU CIMIC Concept, op. cit., p.12–18. 
63 Ibid, p.18–22. 
64 Ibid, p.23. 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid, p.23–29. 
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3.2.5 Problems of CIMIC 
CMO often start later than civil efforts in the area of crisis. Therefore, the EU-led force usually 
has to liaise with existing structures. On the one hand, there has been considerable progress in 
the evolution of civil-military relations and the mutual understanding of the various actors on 
the ground. On the other hand, some challenges do still exist. One is the fact that there may still 
exist a different understanding between the military and civilian actors as to what CIMIC is. 
Problems of co-ordinations are still prevalent in the field.  
 
EC Delegations hesitate to work too closely with EUFOR67. There may also be a problem 
when activities overlap. This can potentially put humanitarian actors at risk if their impartiality 
is questioned because they become too close to the military. Another problem lies in the 
different institutional cultures. The military is a hierarchical organisation that works on the 
principle of command, while the structure of NGOs is often more horizontal. This may lead to 
the military dominating decision-making in the field. The military is also controlled by the 
state, while NGOs are usually independent. Hence, there is often a perception that armed forces 
are pursuing national interests while civilian actors are more guided by humanitarian 
principles. Finally, the objective of armed forces in CMO is often more short-term oriented, 
while civil actors usually focus on long-term effects. The link between quick impact projects 
and long-term development projects is often mi 68ssing .  

                                                

 
 
4. Select national approaches 
 
The next chapter focuses on the national CIMIC approaches of the UK, France and Germany69. 
In the first section the national conceptions are presented. The second section touches upon 
experiences made in the Balkans and Afghanistan. 
 
4.1 CIMIC approaches of UK, France and FRG 
 
As the three countries are getting their ‘steer’ on CIMIC from NATO’s CIMIC doctrine (as 
defined in chapter 2.2.1) there are similarities in the national approached. But there are also 
differences, especially on the political-strategic level. 
 
4.1.1 UK 
The UK approach to CIMIC is exemplified in doctrine JDP 3-9070, which provides detailed 
guidance for the conduct of CIMIC by UK operators and commanders. Although it is supposed 
to be consistent with NATO doctrine, it also influences the development of that doctrine. The 
purpose of CIMIC is to assist the Joint Force Commander to achieve the military mission and 
to maximise the effectiveness of the military contribution to the overall mission. 
 
One aspect the UK is promoting is the awareness of the need for a more comprehensive and 
long-term view of the strategic environment. Therefore, it is developing a national 
Comprehensive Approach (CA) at the strategic level in the framework of a national strategy 
which is supported at the operational and tactical level by integrating CIMIC staff into the 

 
67 See David Leakey, ‘ESDP and Civil/Military Co-operation: Bosnia and Herzegovina’, in Anne Deighton (ed.): 
Securing Europe? Implementing the European security strategy, Zürich 2006, p.66. 
68 See Hans-Georg Ehrhart, ‘What model for CFSP?’, Chaillot Papers, No 55, European Union Institute for 
Security Studies, October 2002, p. 53 - 60; see also Petteri Kurkinen, Civilian-Military Cooperation in Crisis 
Management Operations, Helsinki 2004, pp. 101-104. 
69 CMCO is not a common official term on this level: the UK talks of interagency (UK); Germany of inter-
ministerial co-operation; France uses the term CIMIC also for the political-strategic level. 
70 Ministry of Defence, Joint Doctrine Publication 3-90, April 2006 edition. 
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chain of command71. The term CIMIC is only applied to the operational and tactical level 
whereas inter-agency co-operation at the strategic level is encompassed within the CA.  
 
The CA is a conceptual framework for support of the existing Cabinet Office-led approach to 
coordinate the objectives and activities of government departments in dealing with complex 
crises. It is a joined-up and cross-disciplinary approach that enables the realisation of national 
strategic objectives. Whitehall, which already has a range of coordinating mechanisms such as 
a cross-departmental planning group for long-term preventative approaches in unstable states, 
has recently established an ad hoc working group comprised of the Cabinet Office, Ministry of 
Defence (MoD), Department for International Development (DFID), Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office (FCO) and Post-Conflict Reconstruction Unit (PCRU) in order to push 
the implementation of the CA72.  The PCRU - owned by FCO, DfID, and MoD - is the most 
visible adaptation to the challenge of comprehensive planning. It deals with responses in the 
immediate post-conflict period73.   
 
The British Joint Task Forces typically employ three components to conduct CIMIC: organic 
CIMIC staff embedded within the OHQ, trained CIMIC augmentees in headquarters and units 
as well as ‘all-arms’ force elements. The Joint CIMIC Group is normally the principal source 
for staff augmentation and training. It provides for CIMIC advisers, CIMIC support teams, 
liaison officers and other functional specialists. Headquarters CIMIC activities are conducted 
within the operations support staff (J3) in order to enable the necessary operational linkages to 
the other military functions such as J5 (Plans), Intelligence (J2) and Information Operations. 
There is also the option of establishing and operating a Civil-Military Operations Centre at the 
OHQ level. This Centre serves as a physical interface and coordinates activities with 
governmental agencies, NGOs and International Organisations74. Units may also establish 
CIMIC Centres as a primary interface with the local population and civilian organisations in 
their area of responsibility75. 
 
4.1.2 France 
The French approach to CIMIC is enshrined in the ’Concept et doctrine interarmées de la co-
operation civilo-militaire’ issued on 22 March 200676. The official definition of CIMIC is:  
 
“La coopération civilo-militaire (CIMIC) désigne la function opérationelle destinée à 
améliorer l’intégration de la force dans son environment humain afin de faciliter 
l’accomplissement de sa mission, le rétablissement d’une situation sécuritaire normale et de la 
gestion de la crise par les autorités civiles (administration, action humanitaire, reprise 
économique, …).”77  
 
Support provided to civil actors should not negatively influence the fulfilment of the mission 
and should be transferred to civil actors as soon as possible. The aims of CIMIC are part of the 
overall political strategy especially by facilitating the co-ordination between the various civil 
                                                 
71 The term ‘National Strategy’ has replaced the term ‘Grand Strategy’ formerly used. 
72 See Joint Doctrine & Concepts Centre: The Comprehensive Approach, Joint Discussion Note 4/05, January 
2006, p. 6, 13f. (cited: JDP 3-90).   
73 Another innovation on the operational-tactical level is the Inter-Agency Planning Teams (IAPT) comprising 
representatives from OHQ, DFID, FCO and PCRU. See Gordon, Stuart: Exploring the Civil-Military Interface and 
its Impact on European Strategic and Operational Personalities: ‘Civilianisation’ and Limiting Military Roles in 
Stabilisation Operations? in: European security, 3/2006, p. 339-361. 
74 Such a Centre may also be established and run by a civilian organisation. 
75 See JGP 3-90, p.4-3f. and 4-10. 
76 See Ministère de la Défence: Concept et doctrine interarmées de la co-operation civilo-militaire, 
www.défense.gouv.fr/defense/dicodsearch/dicodavancereach (7 June 2007). 
77 Ibid, p.4. 
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and military actors, supporting the military action, speed up the exit from crisis and preserve 
the national interests. 
 
The French doctrine differentiates four levels. The political level formulates the main decisions 
by fixing the objectives and defining the end-state. The strategic level is conceptually oriented 
towards the exit strategy by participating in the elaboration of a global action plan, liaising with 
other players of the same level, translating the political directives in CIMIC orders and 
controlling their application. On the operational and tactical levels these directives are 
implemented and executed.  
 
The interagency co-operation on the national level is ensured either by a special structure or by 
a network of ministerial services. The President of the republic is advised by a restricted 
Council where the most important ministries (for example Foreign Affairs, DOD, Internal 
Affairs, Finance) and the Chief of General Staff are represented. The political conduct is 
ensured by a crisis cell where representatives of the concerned ministries, the military 
branches, the Chief of General Staff and the General Secretariat for National defence (SGDN) 
take part. In 2004 the Joint Group of Civil-Military Action (Groupement interarmées actions 
civilo-militaire/GIACM) has been declared operational. Its mission is to support the military 
braches in the preparation, planning and implementation of CIMIC78. On the theatre level the 
diplomatic representative is responsible for the co-ordination of the activities of the various 
ministries and services placed under his responsibility. The Planning Centre for Operations 
(Centre de planification et de conduite des opérations/CPCO) is the highest military institution 
responsible for CIMIC. It is light permanent military structure which can be enforced if 
necessary and stays in permanent contact with crisis management institutions such as the 
military cabinet and the CIMIC cells of the military branches, other ministries, international 
organisations and NGOs.  
 
4.1.3 FRG 
Germany started to become officially engaged in external CIMIC since 1997. Before 1989/90 
the so called “Zivil-militärische Zusammenarbeit/ZMZ” (CIMIC) dealt only with the co-
operation between the national military and civilian actors as well as NATO authorities in 
Germany. Today CIMIC consists of two fields of activity which are part of a comprehensive 
approach: National CIMIC (ZMZ/I) and CIMIC abroad (ZMZ/A). The underlying concept has 
been published in 200179. The definition of CIMIC is derived from NATO’s understanding by 
describing it as the co-ordination of civil-military relations, as support for the armed forces, and 
as support for the civil environment. As to the latter task, it is split-up in three phases starting 
with humanitarian aid to supporting the reconstruction of the public infrastructure to 
contributing to structural development. The first aim of CIMIC is, however, support of the 
mission and force protection by information gathering and gaining the hearts and minds of the 
local population. In addition it can explicitly serve national interests and the obligations 
enshrined in humanitarian law80.  
 

                                                 
78 Ibid, p.31. 
79 See BMVg – Generalinspekteur der Bundeswehr: Teilkonzeption Zivil-Militärische Zusammenarbeit der 
Bundeswehr (TK ZMZ Bw, Berlin 2001. This general approach is exemplified in the document of the 
Einsatzführungskommando der Bundeswehr: Fachliche Weisung für die Planung und Durchführung von 
Unterstützungsaktivitäten im Rahmen der Zivil-Militärischen Zusammenarbeit bei Einsätzen der Bundeswehr im 
Ausland, Potsdam 2004. We concentrate here only on external CIMIC. 
80 See Stephan Klingebiel/Katja Roehder: Entwicklungspolitisch-militärische Schnittstellen. Neue 
Herausforderungen in Krisen und Post-Konfliktsituationen, Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik, Berichte 
und Gutachten 3/2004, p. 20-23. 
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The organisation of CIMIC takes place on different levels. The overall inter-ministerial co-
ordination of security and defence policy takes place on the political-strategic level. This is the 
Federal Security Council (FSC) which is a special committee of the cabinet. Under the 
chairmanship of the chancellor several ministries (Foreign Affairs, DOD, Finance, Interior, 
Justice, Economy and, since 1998 Development) are represented. The FSC has passed the 
Comprehensive Concept of the Federal Government on “Civilian Crisis Prevention, Conflict 
Resolution and Post-Conflict Peace-building” in 2000 followed by a detailed Action Plan in 
2004 and the creation of a Joint Planning and Co-ordination Committee for its 
implementation81. With this the FRG brings together all available crisis prevention instruments 
in a uniform approach whereby the term “civilian crisis prevention” does include military 
instruments82. CIMIC abroad is defined as a sub-concept encapsulated in the above mentioned 
document regulating CIMIC within Germany and abroad which serves again the 
implementation of the Action Plan and the Comprehensive Concept83.  
 
On the military-strategic level the DOD takes the relevant decisions concerning CIMIC 
operations and the development of principles and concepts of CIMIC in co-ordination with 
other relevant ministries. The Command Operations in Potsdam translates the directions in 
concrete orders. It is responsible for liaison with other actors such as NGOs, the Länder or the 
GTZ84. The Command Support of Forces compiles the CIMIC components for the military 
units. The CIMIC elements are being deployed on the operational and tactical level in the area 
of operation. Since 2003 these components have been concentrated in the “CIMIC Battalion 
100” which has been upgraded in 2006 to the “CIMIC Centre” of the German Armed Forces 
comprising more than 300 permanent personnel. This development has to be seen against the 
German engagement in NATO’s CIMIC Group North established in April 2003. In the area of 
operation CIMIC projects are coordinated by regular meetings of the military and civilian 
participants, the inclusion of the German Embassy and of local bureaus of NGOs and other 
civilian actors85.  
 
4.2 CIMIC in practice 
 
For two reasons it is difficult to evaluate the EU’s experiences with CIMIC. First, the relevant 
lessons learnt reports from crisis management exercises and ESDP missions are not open to the 
public. Second, experiences are primarily made by the troop contributing countries. The 
following two sections briefly draw on some main experiences of selected EU member 
countries in the Balkans (FRG) and in Afghanistan (UK, FRG) as well as the opportunities and 
challenges of these engagements. 
 
 

                                                 
81 See Aktionsplan Zivile Krisenprävention, Konfliktlösung und Friedenskonsolidierung, Berlin 2004,  
www.auswaertiges-amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/FriedenSicherheit/Krisenpraevention/Aktionsplan-Volltext.pdf  
(21 June 2007). 
82 The concept of prevention is understood as a circular process spanning the whole conflict cycle of pre-conflict, 
conflict and post-conflict. 
83 See First Federal Government Report on the Implementation of the Actions Plan “Civilian Crisis Prevention, 
Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict Peace-building”, Berlin 2006, www.auswaertiges-
amt.de/diplo/de/Aussenpolitik/FriedenSicherheit/Krisenpraevention/Aktionsplan1Bericht0506-EN.pdf (21 June 
2007). 
84 Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit (Society for Technical Co-operation). 
85 See Einsatzführungskommando der Bundeswehr, Fachliche Weisung für die Planung und Durchführung von 
Unterstützungsaktivitäten im Rahmen der Zivil-Militärischen Zusammenarbeit bei Einsätzen der Bundeswehr im 
Ausland, Potsdam, 14 September 2004, S. 8. 
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4.2.1 Balkans86 
Germany’s main experiences can be summed as follows:87 

• To advance national interests appropriately there has to be a combination of high 
ranking political representation and assertive CIMIC instruments. However, too 
narrowly defined national interests are counterproductive. 

• As the military mission in a conflict region is only one of several instruments coming 
into bearing it is key to have an effective interagency co-ordination and an early co-
operation in partnership with the aid organisations already in Germany. 

• Tactical CIMIC teams contribute to force protection in supporting the local population 
with small projects.  

• Complex situations necessitate differentiated solutions linking security, development 
and economic aspects.  

• The effects of CIMIC can be enhanced with “integrative programs” dealing with all 
aspects of life that may contribute to the restoration of an environment friendly to 
refugees and internally displaced persons. 

• All projects should observe the principle of strict neutrality vis-à-vis the former 
combatants. 

• CIMIC forces should mainly administer tasks of planning, co-ordination and control. 
Implementation of projects should be done by local actors whenever possible.  

• CIMIC is no end in itself but has various political-economic implications. 
• Projects should follow the principle of aid to self-aid. 
• CIMIC can help to deal with regions perceived as especially problematic. Initial success 

with local authorities may encourage civil organisations to become engaged too, 
thereby further enhancing security and development. 

• The experiences made in Bosnia influenced the structure of German CIMIC. 
• Professional CIMIC necessitates special formation corresponding to the specifics of the 

mission. CIMIC personnel have to meet the highest quality standards.  
 
4.2.2 Afghanistan 
While the dividing lines between military and civilian engagement in an area of crisis became 
already somewhat blurred during the international intervention in the Balkans the innovative 
concept of Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT) led to a more integrative approach of 
CIMIC. The origin of this contentious approach lies in experiences made by US Civilian 
Affairs Teams embedded in the US force structure in Afghanistan and operating until recently 
under the mandate of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). Although there is no single model 
for this new instrument the main goal of all PRTs is to strengthen the influence of Afghan 
Government in the provinces. The main criticism of the US PRTs is (i) that they constitute a 
security risk for civilians because the blurring of civilian and military tasks risks to make 
civilians “soft targets”; (ii) that there is no clear direction in respect of the role of the military; 
(iii) that the PRT members have a poor qualification; (iv) that development aid is politicised88. 
 

                                                 
86 As the experiences made in the Balkans are similar we concentrate in this section only on the FRG. As to France 
and UK see section 4.2.3. 
87 See BMVg: Zusammenfassender Bericht zur Zivil-Militärischen Zusammenarbeit in den Einsatzgebieten der 
Bundeswehr, 11 May 2006; Peter Braunstein/Christian Wilhelm Meyer/Marcus Juri Vogt: Zivil-militärische 
Zusammenarbeit der Bundeswehr im Balkan-Einsatz, in: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte B 20/2001, under: 
www.bpb.de/popup/popup_ Druckversion.html?guid=QJKQLF&page=O (14 June 2007).  
88 See Klingebiel/Roehder, op. cit., p. 26f. For the US experience see Robert M. Perito, The U.S. Experience with 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan: Lessons Identified, United States Institute of Peace, October 
2005, under www.usip.org/pubs/specialreports/sr152.html (11 April 2007). 
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Against this background the UK and FRG approach are somewhat different from the US model 
what is probably the reason of their general acceptance in the local population. But differences 
exist also between the UK and the FRG approach. The former is focusing on building 
consensus in the local population and on the facilitation of reconstruction projects, the latter’s 
priorities are force protection and building a secure environment. While the UK combines a 
discrete presence with robust military diplomacy the FRG places emphasis on Quick Impact 
Projects and CIMIC. London applies a multi-agency approach (MOD, DFID, FCO) whereby 
the military decides on security issues. Berlin favours an inter-ministerial approach with a 
double leadership of DOD and Foreign Affairs. The British military has a relatively minor role 
in reconstruction while the role of the German military is considerable because of more 
military-led CIMIC projects. As to the status of civilians the UK has installed a joint leadership 
with operational autonomy of FCO and DFID, and separate reporting obligations. The FRG 
applies an equal leadership of DOD and Foreign Affairs while Interior and Development are 
subordinated to Foreign Affairs. Both countries are engaged in SSR, DDR and Institution 
building, and both work closely with the UN/UNAMA89. 
 
Although the practice of PRTs is being judged rather positively one should bear in mind two 
things: First, PRTs are no panacea in a highly volatile and complicated environment that is 
getting worse since 200590. Second, the evolving concept of PRT has been borne out of 
necessity due to the lack of will of the intervening states to provide for a stronger military 
presence. The goal of strengthening the central government by the area-wide establishment of  
PRTs and their close co-operation with OEF seem to be a long-term endeavour. Insofar the four 
years of experience are not sufficient for a final judgement. However, there are some 
interesting lessons made so far:91 

• Expectations vis-à-vis PRTs are very high given the long-term process of nation-
building. 

• PRTs can reduce conflict intensity if organised and utilized properly. That means in the 
first place to use them in a flexible manner and in close co-ordination with the Afghan 
authorities as well as the international actors. 

• The forces necessary can be reduced due to PRTs by effective civil-military interaction. 
• PRTs should put greater emphasis on build-up of state institutions in order to be more 

effective. 
• PRTs are no substitute for Afghan state structures. The principle of local ownership has 

to be more observed especially in the realm of development co-operation. 
• PRTs could do better but they are no the primary cause for the worsening of the 

situation. Main reasons are instead the weakness of the afghan government and regional 
actors as well as the lack of coherence of ISAF and OEF. 

• If the scale of violence is too high as for example in the southern provinces 
reconstruction projects are nearly impossible. The ISAF PRTs need such a degree of 
force protection that contradicts its mandate. 

• PRTs do have a clear cost-benefit advantage. That is why they are favoured by western 
governments. Therefore a raising demand for civil experts should be expected. 

• The military elements of PRTs should concentrate on security issues such as force 
protection, information gathering and military aspects of SSR. 

                                                 
89 See Markus Gauster: Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan. Ein innovatives Instrument des 
internationalen Krisenmanagements auf dem Prüfstand, Schriftenreihe der Landesverteidigungsakademie, 
11/2006, Wien, Oktober 2006, p. 124-128. 
90 See Seema Patel/Stephen Ross, The Breaking Point. Measuring Progress in Afghanistan, CSIS, Washington, 23 
February 2007. 
91 See for more information on the following points Gauster, op. cit., pp.116-123. 
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• Much more emphasis should be laid on reforming and building-up of the police 
sector.92 

• PRTs should refocus on long-tern projects implemented by civilians in order to support 
sustainable development. A sustainable PRT engagement takes ten years at least.  

• The integrated implementation of PRTs is still problematic in the German case because 
the four participating ministries have differing ideas concerning the implementation of 
the overall concept. 

 
4.2.3 Problems of CIMIC/CMCO 
Beyond these official lessons there is some criticism by German CIMIC officers who complain 
that CIMIC is often done only ad-hoc, that they do often not have clear guidance or that the 
habit of Commanders to collect money from their soldiers to finance small projects has become 
a bad habit93. The French approach is heavily criticised as being too less innovative and as 
lacking a clear strategic vision. Because everyone “fait sa cuisine dans son coin” the result 
were a lost of energy and efficiency. A dialogue between the civilian and the military universe 
in the theatre were deficient due to the absence of an operational co-ordination94.  Other 
criticise conceptual deficits, unclear responsibilities and the lack of inter-ministerial 
guidance95. Even the relative progressive British approach raises some critical questions such 
as whether the PCRU “has the manpower and institutional weight and cohesion to effectively 
shape and influence the overall Whitehall agenda” or the ad hoc nature of the Inter-Agency 
Planning Teams which are dependent on the political and bureaucratic will to do so increasing 
the likelihood “that IAPT will be formed late and that departments will continue to rely on the 
‘familiar’ departmental planning process”96. 
 
 
5. Assessment of effectiveness of ESDP missions 
 
The next chapter scans the effectiveness of civil-military cooperation and co-ordination. The 
first section contains an overview over some enabling or limiting factors for a mission’s 
effectiveness. The second one concentrates on lessons learnt from the EU engagement in the 
DRC. 
 
5.1 Determinants of effectiveness of EU missions 
 
Effectiveness of ESDP missions is influenced by a variety of aspects. Two clusters of these 
determinants are the basic conditions for an operation and the interests involved including other 
driving forces which lead to the decision to intervene. 
 
5.1.1 Basic conditions 
There is no ESDP mission that has not been evaluated all in all positively by Brussels. Reasons 
for this could be luck, good performance and a certain modesty concerning the political 
objectives. Be this as it may there are three simple wisdoms that has to be considered for every 

                                                 
92 The EU has reacted to this critic by its new police mission EUPOL Afghanistan decided by the Council on 30 
May 2007 and to be established for a period of three years.  See Council decides on EU Police Mission in 
Afghanistan, 10212/07 (Presse 124). 
93 Interview with German participant of a CIMIC course in the German Armed Forces General and Staff Academy 
in Hamburg on 28 June 2006. 
94 See LCL Caroline Galactéros, Gérer le continuum „intervention, stabilisation, normlisation“, Doctrine Numéro 
Spécial, March 2007, p. 17. 
95 See Contributions to des chercheurs militaires: Quelle réponse politique pour une gestion de crise déficiente? 
Doctrine Numéro Spécial, March 2007, p.32. 
96 See Gordon, op. cit., p.345 and p.346. 
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mission: First, to deploy an ESDP mission is always a profound political process with its own 
dynamics. The political will of member states to get involved according to the mandate is key. 
Second, as each crisis is different much flexibility is needed. Third, the ESDP is still in a 
process of learning and evolution. From this follows that a mayor limiting condition for 
effectiveness is the relatively high degree of uncertainty of the dynamic political situation 
within and outside the Union. Other important basic conditions are as follows: 

• Political acquis: It comprises the Treaty of the EU and all the competences, principles 
and objectives enshrined in basic documents on the EU foreign, security and defence 
policies. The ESS, EU Consensus on Development, and the EU Africa Strategy have 
strategic guiding functions to more coherently deal with crises.  

• Pillar structure and compartmentalisation: The pillar structure is a well-known 
structural impediment for effective crisis management because it necessitates 
substantial co-ordination and cross-pillarisation activities. Similar can be said about the 
compartmentalisation within the pillars97. 

• Mandate: The design of the mission mandate is of great importance. It should be clear 
and realisable. Most the civilian ESDP missions were hitherto small with strength of 
fewer than hundred personnel98. The same is true for three of four military missions 
with up to rough 2000 EUFOR Althea being an exception with up to 7000 personnel. 
The mandates are relatively general and lofty, whether they are also realisable is 
debatable at least in some cases such as Iraq (EUJUST-LEX)99 and DR Congo 
(EUSEC)100. Due to the need to preserve political flexibility, the definition of an end-
state is often missing101.  

• Personnel: having qualified personnel at the mission’s disposal for planning and 
implementation is another key factor. There is still a lack of personnel on the civilian 
side of ESDP. Military personnel with experience of OHQ are also rare102.   

• Command and Control: Comprehensive missions need adequate C 2 structures. The 
build-up of a civilian OHQ is a step in the right direction. The question is how civil and 
military C2 structures can be closer linked in Brussels and in the field. 

• Financing: While the mechanism for financing military missions is functioning rather 
well, the financing of civilian ESDP missions is sometimes problematic, either due to a 
lack of initial will of member states (as in AMM) or of EU turf battles (as in EUPOL 
Kinshasa). In any case a “lack of rapid availability of financing has been identified as a 
problem for the operational capacity of civilian crisis management operations in the 
start-up phase”103. As a rule of thumb financing of civilian missions is usually managed 
in accordance with the procedures applicable to the general budget of the EU. 

• Equipment and logistics: Both aspects are dependent on the engagement of the Member 
States and on the still clumsy EC procedures. 

                                                 
97 See for example the assessment of the former Operation Commander in BiH David Leakey, ESDP and Civil-
Military Cooperation: Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2005, op. cit., p. 66-68. 
98 Only EUPM in Bosnia has more with nearly 200 international personnel. 
99  This is due to the highly problematic political situation in Iraq and to the very ambitious goals set out in the 
mission statement of the Joint Action. See Council Joint Action 2005/190/CFSP of 7 March 2005, Official Journal 
of the European Union, L 62/38. 
100 The integration of the Congolese army and the promotion of good governance in the field of security can hardly 
be reached with such a small mission bearing in mind the huge deficits the security sector in DRC is fcing. See 
International Crisis Group, Security Sector Reform in the Congo, Africa Report N°104  
13 February 2006. 
101 Instead the mandate of EUFOR RD Congo contained an end-date. See article 15 of Council Joint Action 
2006/319/CFSP of 27 April 2006, Official Journal of the European Union, L 116/101. 
102 Interview with EUMS on 17 April 2007 
103 Council of the European Union, Presidency Report on ESDP, doc. 10910/07, Brussels, 18 June 2007, p. 16. 
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• Security situation: The situation in a given crisis area and its security-political relevance 
for the EU are important aspects for an engagement. Therefore a joint situation analysis 
and the definition of an unambiguous end-state is key.  

• Invitation from host country: Hitherto all ESDP missions have been invited by the host 
nation. As this increases the probability of effectiveness the EU should stick with its 
cooperative security approach104.  

• Multilateral context: All missions take place in a multilateral context which increases 
the necessity of internal and external civil-military co-ordination and cooperation but 
also enhances legitimacy and cost-benefit ratio. 

 
5.1.2 Interests and other driving forces  
Although ESDP mission are adopted with unanimity national and institutional interests 
involved vary. Each mission is based on a compromise of interests the result of which may be 
that national delegates vote in favour but refrain from accepting sufficient concrete obligations 
in terms of money and personnel. On the one hand, there exist different national interests which 
have a bearing on the mandate and its implementation. On the other hand, the growing EU 
acquis in conflict prevention and crisis management contributes to the emergence of a sort of 
collective interest.  
 
The official common interest is defined in the mandate which mentions among others the 
objectives and the instruments to be applied. It stands out that all of the civilian and some of 
the military ESDP missions deal partially or wholly with tasks that can be subsumed under the 
notion of Security Sector Reform (SSR) furthering institution and capacity building in the 
realm of military, police, justice and border control in the first place105. This kind of activity is 
the strongest in the neighbourhood of the EU which speaks for its stabilisation interest in this 
area. One can also observe a certain path dependency. For example the decision on the ESDP 
mission in Georgia has to be seen in the context of the previous decision to integrate this 
country into the EU neighbourhood policy, and the political situation following the rose 
revolution. But there is also an inclination to symbolic action as in the cases of Concordia and 
EUJUST Lex.  
 
Another and stronger interest of member states and Brussels is to evolve ESPD as an 
instrument of the Union. So one underlying main objective of the first military ESDP mission - 
and this is valid for other missions too - was to let the ESDP work in the field and to gain 
experiences in crisis management without endanger the whole project. Hence the approach had 
to be modest. The reason why civilian missions have been such a “growth industry” so far lies 
in the fact that they are relatively cheap, the risk of casualties low, the public acceptance high 
and the cost-effect ratio favourable. Whether this will change in the face of more demanding 
missions such as in Kosovo and Afghanistan, remains to be seen. As to the four military 
missions they took place in a rather benign post-conflict setting and in cooperation with either 
NATO or UN. Three of them were rather brief with a dwell time of four to eight months106. 
 

                                                 
104 The EU should only consider taking action without invitation if the conditions defined in the ‘Report of the 
Secretary General’s High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change’ are fulfilled. See United Nations, ‘A 
more secure world: Our shared responsibility’, www.un.org/secureworld/brochure. 
105 The EU follows the broad understanding defined by the OECD Development Assistance Committee. See 
Development Co-Operation Directorate/Development Assistance Committee, Security Systems Reform and Good 
Governance: Policy and good practice, DCD/DAC (2003)30/REV3 from 31 March 2004: 
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/40/58/31526562.pdf (8 August 2007). 
106 If the criterion is real fighting, Artemis has been the most dangerous EU military operation so far. 
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Diplomats sometimes complain that especially civilian ESDP mission can emerge by accident 
and not according to comprehensible political criteria107. In this case the probability of success 
seems to be low. Nevertheless the Aceh mission has been judged as a big success despite the 
fact that their main initiator was a personality (Martti Ahtisaari) without official post at that 
moment108. Other missions were initiated by NGOs (EUPOL COPPS), member states 
(Artemis, EUJUST Lex, EUSEC, EUFOR RD Congo), Brussels (Concordia, Althea, EUPAT), 
International Organisations (EUPM, EUPT, EUPOL Kinshasa, AMIS II) and third states (EU 
BAM Rafah)109. Obviously no common criteria for the sending of a mission seem to exist 
except political will and leadership. However, other criteria may also play a role and can be 
applied in various combinations such as cost-benefit, improvement of ESDP, safety of 
personnel, financing, timing, symbolical effects, probability of success, political opportunity, 
national agendas, geographical proximity, economic interests, and SSR relevance110. Given this 
variety of political interests and other driving forces it is difficult to determine whether a 
mission has been effective or not. 
 
5.2 ESDP missions in DR Congo 
 
Two of four ESDP missions in the DRC are still on-going. First we deal with the two civilian 
ESDP missions. Then we touch upon some lessons learnt of EOFOR RD Congo111.  
 
5.2.1 EUPOL  
EUPOL Kinshasa has been established following a three-strand approach whereby the first two 
are covered by the Commission with an Community approach (dealing mainly with technical 
assistance and basic training) and the third by the Council with an ESDP approach (dealing as 
follow-up with monitoring and mentoring of the concrete implementation of the Integrated 
Police Unit).112 The Community aspect was terminated in 2005 and followed by an ESDP 
mission that started with 23 seconded officers that gradually extended up to 30. It is an 
innovation because it was the first time that an ESDP mission took over from a Community 
engagement. EUPOL was temporarily extended – with the start of EUFOR RD Congo – with a 
28-strong police co-ordination element in support of the Kinshasa crowd control units. On the 
one hand this process can be interpreted as good example for civil-military co-ordination in a 
still volatile environment. On the other hand it is questionable whether additional 28 police 
officers really made a real difference in the concrete security situation. Anyway, EUPOL and 
the IPU has won acceptance in the population because of their impartiality and effectiveness 
proofed especially during the riots in August 2006.  
 

                                                 
107 Interview in German Foreign Ministry on 6 June 2007.  
108 See Nicoletta Pirozzi and Damien Helly, ‘Aceh Monitoring Mission: a new challenge for ESDP’, European 
Security Review, ISIS Europe, October 2005, p. 3 – 5, and Nicoletta Pirozzi, ‘Update: Aceh Monitoring Mission’, 
European Security Review, ISIS Europe, February 2006, p.9 – 10. See also Pierre-Antoine Braud and Giovanni 
Grevi, The EU mission in Aceh: implementing peace, EUISS Occasional Paper, No. 61, 2005. 
109 Email note from DGE IX from 20 November 2006 and telephone interview with EUMS 21 November 2006. 
110 See Hans-Georg Ehrhart: Sicherheit + Entwicklung = Frieden? Zur Role der Entwicklungspolitik in der zivilen 
ESVP, Studie für das Bonn International Centre for Conversion, March 2007. 
111  The other military mission has been called Artemis and was carried out in 2003. See for an overview of all EU 
missions in DRC Commander Frank Reininghaus. Das Engagement der Europäischen Union in der 
Demokratischen Republik Kongo, Mastertheses, IFSH, Hamburg, July 2007. 
112 See for more detailed information Marta Martinelli: The EU Police Mission in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo (EUPOL Kinshasa) in the Framework of EU Policies in the Great Lakes, in: European Foreign Affairs 
Review 11/2006, p. 389-392. See also Assembly of the Western European Union, European Union Operations in 
the democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) – reply to the annual report of the Council, Report submitted on behalf 
of the Defence Committee by Ignacio Cosidó Gutiérrez,  C/1954, 22 November 2006. 
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One main problem of EUPOL was and is to get sufficient staff from member states. This is 
partially due to the planning for or execution of other and much bigger police missions such as 
in Bosnia or in Afghanistan and for financial reasons, but also to the reluctance of capitals to 
send their police officers in regions were their safety is at risk. Another impediment is the inter-
institutional rivalry that caused a time span of one and a half years until EUPOL could be 
deployed. The terminology was also differing initially so that first a common understanding 
had to be established. The mandate of the new mission EUPOL RD Congo has been adopted in 
July 2007. It provides for a staff of 39 to be deployed over the whole country. Its mission is to 
“assist the Congolese authorities in the reform and restructuring of the Police Nationale 
Congolaise (PNC), and in the improvement of the criminal justice system, through a justice 
interface”113. In relation to cooperation with the UN, the establishment of a MONUC liaison 
officer in the IPU training centre and the allocation of one official from the Council to 
coordinate with DPKO turned out to be valuable.  
 
The variety of other actors in this field of police reform is supposed to be coordinated by the 
Working Group on the Reform and Reorganisation of the Congolese National Police in which 
EUPOL takes part since 23 March 2006. MONUC is tasked with providing co-ordination 
between actors engaged in SSR but is unable to deliver. The EU has also offered to do this job 
but has its own co-ordination problems114. Therefore the judgement seems to be correct “that in 
the lack of a strong lead ‘selective multilateralism’ rather than ‘effective multilateralism’ seems 
to be more applicable to describe SSR co-ordination in the DRC”115. 
 
5.2.2 EUSEC 
EUSEC has been established to advice and assist the build-up of a national Congolese Army 
(Forces Armées de la RDC, FARDC). It is the first EU mission officially dealing with Security 
Sector Reform (SSR) that includes also tasks of DDR. It is conceptually and operationally 
different from EUPOL and started with an even smaller number of specialists. EUSEC began 
with a team of eight officers in June 2005 and has reached a strength of 42 two years later 
which is supposed be augmented to 60 as soon as possible116. At the beginning there was little 
political will to become engaged in EUSEC with the exception of France and Belgium. 
Meanwhile specialists from other countries are participating such as UK, Germany, Sweden, 
Portugal, Luxemburg, Netherlands and Hungary. Other problems were the lack of a solid 
concept at the beginning of the operation, inter-institutional rivalries in Brussels, deficient 
technical equipment, lack of personnel for the troubled eastern regions, and co-ordination 
problems with MONUC because of two different mandates117.   
 
There is the question of subordination. EUSEC is a civilian ESDP mission though comprised 
primarily of military personnel.  The Head of Mission is a French General who receives his 
guidance from DG E IX and his funds from the CFSP budget. Although this approach can be 
seen as a proof of flexibility it should not become a rule to term a mission ‘civilian’ which is in 
fact a military one118. Considerable success can also be identified. An unspoken objective of 
EUSEC was to work against the resurgence of violence among other by building confidence 

                                                 
113Council of the European Union, Presidency Report on ESDP, 10910/07, Brussels, 18 June 2007, p. 8. 
114 The internal debate on a possible merger of EUPOL and EUSEC has resulted in the formula, that the 
perspective of a single ESDP mission in the field of Security Sector Reform in 2008 will be kept. See ibid. 
115 See Martinelli, op. cit., p.395. 
116 See www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=1029&lang=en (30 June 2007) and F. Reininghaus, 
op. cit., p.26. 
117 The mandate of MONUC has been adapted meanwhile. 
118 There are two reasons for this “false” labelling: access to the CFSP-budget and the non-existence of the 
category of civil-military missions in the official EU terminology.   
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between the different factions and their forces119. Important institutions for implementing 
reform have been created, such as a single General Staff. The “brassage” process120 has been 
implemented to a great extent although does lag behind the initial schedule121. Furthermore, the 
perception of EUSEC in the DRC is positive, although there has been some Congolese 
criticism when EUSEC touches upon such a sensitive topic as reform of the chain of payment. 
In May 2007, the Council approved a Revised General Concept for prolongation of the mission 
until 2008 and on 12 June 2007 it adopted a new Joint Action122.  Nevertheless, there is some 
vagueness in the mandate. What is the real objective of the mission and what does this mean 
for its future? Estimates on the necessary duration of EUSEC vacillating between three to six 
years are an indicator of this nebulosity123.   
 
5.2.3 EUFOR RD Congo 
The all in all five month’s mission, which implicated 2.300 soldiers from 21 nations, has 
generally been perceived as success story that acted according to its - admittedly rather narrow 
- mandate. It was the first really autonomous military mission given the fact that operation 
Artemis has been taken over from France who did the initial planning. The planning documents 
for EUFOR such as CONOPS and OPLAN were finished in one day after informal planning 
took place before. Due to a special communication strategy and some CIMIC projects the 
image of EUFOR became positive after initial scepticism and even distrust in parts of the 
Congolese population. Another contributing factor was the decisive engagement of EUFOR 
during the stand-off situation in August 2006. All in all it acted as a credible deterrence force 
until the end of the operation without giving the appearance of an aggressive posture. 
Consequently it has been judged as “a reasonable supplement and protection of the efforts 
made by the international Community so far”124.  
 
EUFOR has also proofed to be an instrument for prevention provided it is part of a broader 
political approach. As there was not only light some but also shadow some questions, critique 
and lessons are mentioned here as well, such as: 

• Force generation turned out to be a clumsy process. Voting in favour of a mission does 
not necessarily mean that contributions are offered. Consequently it took several weeks 
of informal consultations until the member states agreed on offering sufficient 
contributions which were again a prerequisite for the Federal Government to act as a 
framework nation. 

• Military planning (which interrelates with means at disposal) has to be prepared earlier. 
Either the OHQ of the framework nation and its Commander have to be appointed in a 
more timely manner, or a standing OHQ acting from Brussels and linking the military-
strategic with the operational level should be created. In any case, member states should 
make commitments on means and personnel much earlier. Another option is to extend 

                                                 
119 EUSEC personnel are situated in strategic important institutions such as DOD, Armed Forces General Staff, 
Army Command, and CONADER. 
120 The build-up of the FARC brigades starts with a process called “brassage”, that is the mingling of former 
combatants. 
121 According to the MONUC Commander General Babacar Gaye the situation in eastern Congo is characterised 
“by an integration process that has stalled, with five mixed brigades who absolutely must progress to brassage”. 
Interview with  General Babacar Gaye on 26 July 2007, www.reliefweb.int/rw/RWB.NSF/db900SID/EGUA-
75GS5L?OpenDocument 
122  Council Joint Action 2007/406/CFSP of 12 June 2007 on the European Union mission to provide advice and 
assistance for security sector reform in the DRC (EUSEC RD Congo), Official Journal of the European Union, L 
151/52-54. 
123 See Reininghaus, op. cit., p. 24f. 
124 Bundesministerium der Verteidigung/Auswärtiges Amt: Bericht der Bundesregierung an den Deutschen 
Bundestag zur Teilnahme der Bundswehr an der militärischen Operation EUFOR RD Congo, Berlin, 21 May 
2007, p. 8 (translated by the author). 
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the tasks of the EUMS, which is currently not able to provide for the necessary 
operational-tactical input (inter alia because this would require more personnel and a 
change of the Terms of Reference). 

• The mandates should be more inclusive and more precise. As the UN did not cover the 
redeployment phase there was some debate about whether or not EUFOR could have 
been allowed to support MONUC. Because there was no consensus on the definition of 
an end state the EU member states refrained themselves to merely define an end-date.  

• National caveats proofed to complicate the operation. For example, German soldiers 
were allowed to act only in Kinshasa and its surroundings causing the need for a rather 
complicated rotation system125. There were also restrictions imposed for the 
deployment of Mirage F1 fighter aircraft and the tactical air fleet. 

• There was lack of equipments for jamming telephone networks. 
• Some problems with private subcontractors occurred because they were partly unable to 

deliver the agreed services.  
• EUFOR could not meet all of MONUC’s expectations because some of them were not 

part of the mandate (for example crowd control) or contradicted the autonomous 
character of EUFOR.  

 
5.2.4 Civil-Military Cooperation and Co-ordination in DRC  
According to official statements civil-military cooperation and co-ordination during EUFOR 
RD Congo went well at large. One reason for this lies in the role of the EU Special 
Representative for the Great Lakes Region who turned out to be important for civil-military co-
ordination on the ground. As a consequence the OpsCdr requested a EUSR to be designated for 
each ESDP mission126. In any case, the EUSR should be appointed earlier in order to 
participate in the planning process. As to CIMIC proper there have only been some small 
CIMIC projects in Kinshasa such as medical treatment for civilians, participation in an 
exposition and publishing a newspaper which were effective in building trust in the population.  
 
Concerning internal CMCO some deficits can be stated though such as the need for a stronger 
cooperation during the planning phase and in the field. In the former case there was no 
comprehensive planning. EUFOR was planned as a pure military operation with no formal 
input from EUPOL or EUSEC. Later on in the OHQ there were neither representatives of the 
civilian ESDP missions, nor of the Force Commander. As one member of the EUMS put it: 
“Cooperation between all EU actors, including the Commission, before the launch of EUFOR 
was actually non-existent”127. That changed after EUFOR was on the ground by ad hoc 
cooperation. Notably EUPOL and EUFOR shared security-related information on a daily basis, 
and acted together in supporting the security arrangements in the capital128. Weekly meetings 
of representatives from all three ESDP mission proofed valuable as did the sending of a liaison 
officer from EUFOR to EUPOL. Minor initial communication problems between the OHQ and 
the FHQ can be attributed to turf battles129.    
 
Concerning the cooperation with external actors the exchange of liaison officers between 
EUFOR and MONUC was important as was the cooperation with DPKO in the planning 
phase130. There were also regular meetings of the FCR or his deputy with relevant 
                                                 
125 See Hans-Georg Ehrhart, ‘EUFOR RD Congo: A preliminary assessment’, European Security Review, ISIS 
Europe, No. 32, March 2007, pp. 9-12. 
126  See F. Reininghaus, op. cit., p.41. 
127 Interview EUMS 26 April and 24 August 2006. 
128 See Council of the European Union: Operation EUFOR RD Congo -. Report to the United Nations, doc. 
5139/07, p.5. 
129 Interview OHQ Potsdam on 18 October 2006.  
130 There is a permanent EU liaison officer in the DPKO.  
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governmental and non-governmental actors. The AU was offered to dispatch up to five 
observers but missed this opportunity. According to the FCR a main problem was to define the 
frame of cooperation on the ground between MONUC and EUFOR. This was primarily due to 
two facts: First, the restricting conditions defined by the EU and the higher expectations of the 
side of MONUC and, second, the initial (wrong) perception that EUFOR is subordinated to 
MONUC131. Other problems of CMCO with the UN proofed deficient in the areas of triggering 
mechanism, planning, enabling mechanism and logistical support. For example, there was no 
informal working level consultation before the dispatch of the formal letter of request and 
Javier Solana did not receive a copy. Problems with the exchange of information occurred 
because of EU information security rules, and the absence of DPKO liaison personnel in 
Brussels complicated communication and planning. Other deficits were the lack of a permanent 
EU counterpart for the UN Special representative in the field, and differences between strategic 
and operational HQ organizational structures. Furthermore, enabling mechanisms had to be 
created from scratch because there was neither a generic list of technical issues nor a generic 
road map outlining the decisions and issues that need to be addressed. Finally request for EU 
support were submitted too late and there was a lack of clarity on cost-recovery mechanisms.132 
 
 
6. Conclusions and recommendations 
 
The EU and its member states have already made some progress in adapting their structures 
and procedures for civil-military co-ordination and co-operation. However, they are still in the 
middle of a process that risks to get stalled in a moment when bold steps are required because 
civil-military engagements have become the rule of EU crisis management. If CMOs are to be 
more effective CMCO and CIMIC structures and processes have to be adapted. More effective 
CMOs ask for better civil-military planning, implementation, and evaluation. Despite 
considerable political obstacles these requirements are the logical consequence of the shared 
vision of comprehensive security that focuses on the root causes of conflict by embracing 
security and development aspects in a comprehensive manner. Albeit the EU “is particularly 
well equipped” to respond to today’s multifaceted crisis the challenge mentioned in the ESS 
still is “to bring together the different instruments and capabilities”133. The EP should therefore 
bring to bear its political weight to further the implementation of a comprehensive security 
approach through increased civil-military co-ordination and co-operation. The more the civilian 
aspects of CMOs are emphasized the more urgent will be the need for stronger parliamentary 
involvement in security matters. Drawing on the afore-mentioned analysis the EP should 
consider the following recommendations: 
 
General 

• A common overarching long-term strategic vision is needed for each ESDP missions. 
The argument that ESDP missions are short-term oriented and the Commission is 
responsible for long-term engagement does not meet the reality given the fact that both 
are - at least conceptually - part of one comprehensive approach, and the usually 
involved policy objectives such as security, humanitarian aid, institution building and 
development do often overlap. A key requirement should therefore be that long-term 
development objectives are given the necessary attention within the strategic vision. 

 

                                                 
131 Damay, Christian, EUFOR - MONUC Cooperation in the Area of Operation, presentation at the EU-UN 
Seminar from 19 - 21 March 2007 in Berlin. 
132 See United Nations, After-Action Review, 16 November 2006, Final (unpublished paper). 
133 See ESS, op. cit., p.7 and p.13. 
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• The idea of a comprehensive approach to crisis management is commonplace on both 
levels national and European. The implementation of this goal is still far away though. 
On the national level UK while still experimenting is the most advanced actor, followed 
by the FRG and France which has huge deficits in adapting its structures to a 
comprehensive approach134. At the EU level crisis management structures are 
inadequate and progress is slow. However, the EU could and should serve as a driving 
force for national laggards by pushing for more ambitious objectives.  

 
• Security in the 21st Century is a primarily civilian and not a military task. While some 

fear a militarization of the EU since the ESDP has been put on the reels the contrary can 
become true if security is seen as a comprehensive process of civil-military co-
ordination and cooperation where the primacy of the civilian side is guaranteed. 

 
• Although important steps have been taken in the fields of CMCO and CIMIC there is 

still a long way to go to establishing an effective comprehensive approach to security. 
The establishment of integrated missions should be a decisive step in reaching this 
objective. 

 
• Sometimes it may be politically necessary to define an end-date for a military ESDP 

mission. However, from a military-strategic viewpoint it is preferable to formulate a 
precise end-state by considering “the correlation between politically desired end-date, 
the foreseen mission end-state and the overall strategic objective”135. 

 
Institutional set-up 
 

• The ongoing reform of the Council Secretariat in the context of the Hampton Court 
Process should be backed as a first step in the right direction. At the same time the 
process must become much more ambitious in order to finally overcome the stove pipe 
system of decision making and the related institutional set-up. 

 
• The rivalry between the Commission and the actors of the second pillar which is mainly 

structural and culturally-conditioned has to be gradually transformed towards a culture 
of co-operation with the objective of creating a joint-up approach to crisis prevention 
and crisis management.  

 
• The creation of an External Action Service should be promoted because it will be an 

important tool to improved civil-military co-ordination and co-operation by facilitating 
the emergence of a culture of co-operation. 

 
• The new OpCen should be upgraded to a standing one, capable of running civilian, 

civil-military and military operations. 
 

• The establishment of integrated missions could be a decisive step in implementing the 
objective of comprehensive security. Therefore the EU should study the experiences 
made so far by the UN and adapt its Crisis Management Concept according to the 
comprehensive security approach.  

 
                                                 
134 See Contributions to de chercheurs militaires: Quelle réponse politique pour une gestion de crise déficiente?, 
op. cit., pp.30-36. 
135 Brigadier Heinrich Brauss, Lessons learnt from EU operations in Africa, Introduction to the working session on 
Africa at the Informal EU Security Policy Directors Meeting on 15/16 March 2007 in Münster, p.7. 
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• Integrated missions have to be organised in such a way that there can be no 
misunderstanding about the independent, impartial and neutral character of the 
humanitarian component. 

 
• The EUSR designated for an ESDP mission should be appointed as early as possible in 

order to participate in the planning process. He also needs extended powers in the area 
of on-site co-ordination and a dedicated support staff. The already option of ‘double-
hatting’ the Head of Commission office should be exercised more frequently. 

 
• The roles and tasks of the EUSR and the CivOpsCdr must be clarified, especially 

regarding their role in the affected country or region. The EUSR should be a personality 
with profound local knowledge of the area of operation and with the mandate of overall 
co-ordination in the field, while the CivOpsCdr is responsible for planning, command 
and control of civilian operations.    

 
CMCO and CIMIC 
 

• Comprehensive civil-military planning has to be bolstered. It is the decisive step in 
dealing with conflicts and a prerequisite for success and effectiveness of CMOs. This 
planning should be based on clear priorities, reflect the strategic vision on what the 
mission is supposed to achieve and be as inclusive as possible. 

 
• The EU should enhance the capabilities of comprehensive strategic contingency 

planning in order to raise the capability to respond rapidly and effectively to a crisis.  
 

• Coherence of EU action in the field starts with coherence in the planning phase. 
Detailed understanding of the situation on the ground asks for joint civil-military 
assessment, conducted jointly with the Commission, identifying the underlying causes 
and dynamics of a crisis. 

 
• The Crisis Management Concept should ensure full coherence between all EU actors 

and include the following aspects: definition of an unambiguous and realistic end-state, 
definition of key and interim objectives, definition of outcomes and tasks necessary to 
deliver the objectives, and definition of a clear measurement of success for each 
outcome, task and activity. 

 
• CMCO and CIMIC should be linked more closely when civil and military CMOs are 

planned and implemented for one and the same crisis area. From a conceptual point of 
view they form two parts of a whole but are all too often treated separately.  

 
• CIMIC is conceptually integrated in the overall CMCO approach (which NATO as a 

military organisation does not need). Correspondingly the EU doctrine clarifies that 
“CIMIC, traditionally referring to an external oriented military support function, will 
take into account the defined modalities of CMCO”.136 It is an integral part of the 
military planning process throughout the spectrum of Petersberg tasks and therefore 
also a responsibility of the political and strategic level. 

 

                                                 
136 EU Military C2 Concept, op. cit.,  p.21. 
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• National CIMIC practises should be harmonised. Albeit being a primarily national 
competence the EU should support the formation of CIMIC staff by composing 
manuals based on lessons learnt and by offering courses and pre-mission training. 

 
• National CIMIC projects should be undertaken in a consistent manner with EU 

activities. This requires from Member States to ensure appropriate co-ordination in their 
capitals and between national and EU representatives on all levels. A clearing house 
mechanism should be installed in order to assist in this process. 

  
• Although EU member states have developed CIMIC concepts their implementation in 

practice too often is characterised by ad-hoc decisions, inter-ministerial turf battles and 
the lack of clear strategic guidance. The national concepts should be constantly adapted 
taking into account the comprehensiveness of the security approach and the resulting 
necessity for stronger civil-military co-ordination.  

 
• The differing cultures of civilian and humanitarian actors cannot and should not be 

blurred. However there is a need of linking quick impact projects activated by the 
military in crisis theatre with long-term development projects which asks for more civil-
military co-ordination.  

 
Effectiveness 
 

• EUPOL and EUSEC should be supported actively by increasing their resources and 
extending their mandates to include training of DRC police and military police. 

 
• Measuring the effectiveness of the different missions in the DRC depends on the 

yardstick that is to be applied. If the sometimes lofty goals of the mandate and the still 
problematic situation in the field are the main criteria scepticism is appropriate. If one 
considers the relatively small investment for missions such as EUSEC and EUPOL they 
work rather effectively though.  

 
• As the decision to launch an ESDP mission is rather incidental currently a transparent 

set of non-binding criteria should be developed serving as yardstick in the beginning of 
the decision process of launching or not an ESDP mission. 

 
• Given this variety of political interests and other driving forces it is difficult to 

determine whether a mission has been effective or not. Therefore there is a need for 
evaluation from independent civil society actors such as research centres, NGOs and 
professional evaluation firms which should be commissioned in addition to the official 
lessons learnt reports of ESDP actors.  

 
Parliamentary control 
 

• Given the comprehensive security approach of the EU and its rising engagement in 
civil-military CMOs it is time to strengthen the oversight rights of the EP in external 
security. Despite the still prevailing myth external security should not be regarded as a 
reserved task for the Council because he EP approves relevant budget-lines, builds a 
bridge to the European public, enables stronger scrutiny, provides for more legitimacy 
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and balances security and liberty, and should therefore have a stronger say in related 
decisions137. 

 
• The EP and national parliaments of member states should strive for closer information 

and co-ordination on issues related to CFSP/ESDP.  
 

• They should support each other in order to enhance parliamentary scrutiny in the 
planning and execution of EU Crisis Management at national and European level. 

 
• As the EU is a democratic institution it should go without saying as a general rule that 

all lessons learnt reports are made public. However, this is not the case today. The 
public access to lessons learnt reports would enhance transparency and legitimacy.  

 
• The lessons learnt reports of ESDP missions should be presented to the EP and national 

parliaments by the EUSR in principle.   
 

• The EP and national parliaments should lobby for the creation of a collective 
parliamentary body with the power to approve or put an end to an ESDP operation. 

 
• Member States should the EP keep informed of the state of play as regards of their 

engagement in ESDP crisis-management missions. 
 

• The EP should liaise with parliaments of countries where EU CMOs are planned for or 
are already taking place.  

 
 

                                                 
137 It is worth mentioning that Solana has appointed a Personal Representative for Parliamentary Affairs (Michael 
Matthiessen) in 2007. See Address by Javier Solana to the Conference of Defence Committee chairpersons of the 
27 national parliaments, Berlin, 23 April 2007, S139/07. 
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Figure 1: Reform proposal post-Hampton Court 
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Figure 2: Comprehensive Planning – Representation 
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